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ACCIDENT. 


1, ARBITRATION No Bar To Surr—EvipENcE or NeGuicENce.—An accident policy 
provided that no suit should be brought to recover any sum thereon 
unless the same had just been referred to arbitration. — 

Held, That the proviso did not make the award a condition precedent to the 
promise to pay, but a mode of enforcing the promise, and such agreement 
is no bar to a suit on this promise. 

Held, That conditions requiring the insured to exercise personal care are 
matters of defense, and burden of proof is on defendant. 


Held, That where the evidence presented showed no negligence, a refusal of 
the court to instruct, that if deceased stood upon a railroad platform or 
got offacar in motion there could be no recovery, was proper. Badenfeld 
vs. Massachusetts Mut. Acc. Asa’n, 716. 


2. DeatH From INHALING Gas.—The company does not insure against death 
caused by inhaling gas. It has a right to so limit its liability. The 
claimant has no rights other than those which arise under the policy, 
and under this policy she has no right of action. 


The question as to whether the deceased died by accident or by his own suici- 
dal act is left wholly unsettled. It has no relevancy in this case. Carrie 
M. Richardson vs. Travelers Ins. Co., 743. 


3. DeatH From PustuLE.—Death from malignant pustule is not death from 
bodily injuries effected through external, violent, and accidental means, 
but is the result of disease within the exception in the policy. Samuel N. 
Bacon vs. U. S. Mut. Acc. Ass’n, 3. 


4, Errect or Poticy ENporsEMENT.—The certificate of an accident association 
insured against injuries resulting in total, permanent, or partial perma- 
nent disablement. There was no provision in the body of the certificate 
for payment in case of temporary disablement, but an endorsement on 
the certificate provided that in case of injuries, whether partial or total 
disabling ‘‘by means as provided for in this certificate,’ there should 
be payment of a certain weekly relief for a period specified in a schedule of 
certain injuries enumerated, but that injuries not included in the schedule 
should be treated on their merits. 

VoL, XX.—67. 
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Held, That the endorsement did not enlarge the liability to include injuries 
not permanent. Hollobaugh vs. People’s Mut. Acc. Ins, Ass’n, 811. 


5. In Cask or DeaTH From ErysiPeLas—PLeapiIne.—The plaintiff under an acci- 
dent policy alleged that death was due to erysipelas, resylting from an 
accidental wound. 

Held, That an answer setting forth that the insured had warranted that he 
had no bodily infirmity, whereas he had previously been afflicted and 
was then subject to erysipelas and died from the same, is defective on 
demurrer, as it was not shown that erysipelas was an infirmity which in- 
creased the risk in case of accident. 

An allegation that there was no visible marks of injury on the body of the 
insured, as required by the policy, is repugnant to a prior admission in the 
answer that death was due to erysipelas ensuing upon an accidental cut- 
ting and laceration of the fingers. 

Plaintiff averred that death resulted alone from an accidental injury. 


Held, That the denial of the averment should be simple and direct. An 
answer setting torth that the policy did not cover death resulting from 
poison, and that the injury was caused by poison, is argumentative and 
not good as a pleain bar. Bernays vs. United States Mut. Acc. Ass’n, 852-3, 

6. In Viotation or Law.—A policy provision exempted from liability for acci- 
dents resulting wholly or partly, directly or indirectly, from the act, 
cause, or condition, or when effected by such act, cause, or condition, or 
under its influence, of among other things a violation of law. 

Held, That an accident from slipping upon frozen ground while returning 
from hunting on Sunday, in violation of the law, is not covered by the 
policy. Duran vs. Standard Life § Accident Ins. Co., 1035. 

7. Ramway EMpLoyE—PayMENT OF PREMIUM TO AGENT AFTER DEatH.—An acci- 
dent policy provided that it did not cover entering or leaving moving 
trains, ‘‘ railway employes excepted.” 

Held, That one employed to board incoming and outgoing trains and check 
baggage for a transfer company was within the exception, and whether 
he voluntarily exposed himself to unnecessary danger within a policy 
prohibition was a question for the jury. 

Near-sightedness is not a bodily infirmity within the policy. 

An order for a premium, drawn on an employer and accepted by the company, 
but not presented until after the death of the insured, estops the com- 
pany from claiming forfeiture for non-payment of premium. 

Receipt of the premium by the agent after the death of the insured, with 
knowledge of the facts, estops the company from setting up those facts 
as defences. Cotten vs. Fidelity § Casualty Co., 8. 

8. Sunstroxe.—Sunstroke is a disease and not a bodily injury sustained 
through external, violent, and accidental means, within the meaning of 
an accident policy. Dozier vs. Fidelity § Casualty Co., 794. 

9, Wuat arg Two Entire Feet ?—Where the insured is shot in the back, and 
a paralysis results, involving the total loss of the use of the feet, itis a 
loss of ‘‘ two entire feet,” within the meaning of an accident policy. 
Sheanon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. Co., 90. 


See Fravp; Suicrpe 1. 
ACCOUNT BOOKS, See Proors or Loss 4. 


; ACCOUNTING. See Premivm 1. 
ACTION. 


1. Derect 1x ComPLAINnt.—-ALLEGATIONS CoNCERNING PRroors oF Loss AND VACANCY. 
The mere accidental omission of the company’s name in setting out the 
poilcy in the complaint does not invalidate it. 
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The policy provided that it should not be payable until sixty days after the 
rst meeting of directors after filing proofs of loss. The complaint, set- 
ting forth that information regarding such meeting was refused, but that 
more than sixty days had elapsed since proofs were furnished, together 
with allegations of full performance by plaintiff, sufficiently shows that 

a right of action had accrued. 


It is not necessary in the complaint to allege that the premises did not 
become vacant, as stipulated against in the policy. This is a matter of 
defense. Butternut Mfg. Co. vs. Manufacturers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 313. 


2. In Case or DamaGE By RarLRoaD AnD SuBROGATION UNDER PaRTIAL ASSIGN- 
MENT. —The owner of property destroyed through the negligence of a rail- 
road, which was partially insured, assigned to the company to the extent 
of the insurance money paid. 


Held, That the assignment conveyed merely an equitable title, which can only 
be enforced in equity in a suit in its own name jointly with that of the 
owner, or, if he refuse to join, then as defendant. 


Such suit cannot be brought at law by the company alone. 


The provision in the code of Oregon permitting the owner to be made defend- 
ant if he refuses to be joined as plaintiff does not apply to actions at law. 
State Ins. Co. vs. Oregon Ry. §& Nav. Co., 737 


3. IN Case or MortaaGe CrEDITOR—INSURABLE INTEREST— DECLARATION OF Com- 
PLIANCE.—In West Virginia a mortgage creditor who is named in the pol- 
icy and for whose benefit the policy is taken out in the name of the 
owner, loss, if any, payable to him, may sue in his own name the same 
as if the policy had been made direct to him. He need not sue in the 
name of the owner. 


Any person who has any interest in the property, legal or equitable, or who 
stands in such a relation thereto that its destruction would entail pe- 
cuniary loss upon him, has an insurable interest to the extent of his inter- 
est therein, or to the loss to which he 1s subjected by the casualty. 


The policy provided that suit should not be sustainable until after there had 
been an award; also that suit must be brought within a year. The loss 
was in excess of the insurance. Award was therefore held to be unreces- 
sary, and a suit begun six days before the expiration of the year sus- 
tainable without an award. 


Under the West Virginia statute, a declaration by the claimant in general 
terms, that he has complied with the conditions of the policy and violated 
none of its prohibitions, relieves him from the necessity of making such 
declarations in regard to any particularconditions. Tilley vs. Connecticut 
Fire Ins. Co., 620. 


4. ORDER ON EMPLOYER FoR PREMIUMS—RIGHT oF BENEFIcIARY.—An allegation 
that an order on the employers of insured was accepted for the premium 
and partially collected, and that the remainder might have been collected 
with proper effort, is not met by an allegation that the policy lapsed 
for non-payment of premium without alleging that the failure to collect 
was due to the absence of funds in the employer’s hands. Such counter- 
allegation is not a meritorious defense in a notice to set aside a judg- 
ment by default. A beneficiary who has no insurable interest may sue 
on a policy. The insurance company may not question the right of 
action. The ultimate right to the money is a question between the 
beneficiary and heirs or representatives of insured. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Williams, 815. 


5. Watver or Liwrration—AvtuHority or ApsusteR.—Denial of liability is a 
waiver of the policy-clause that the policy is payable sixty days after 
loss, and a prior suit will be sustained. 

Where the agent and adjuster of the company, in all matters pertaining to the 
adjustment of losses after investigation, refused payment, proposing in 
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company with an attorney engaged to aid him a cancellation of the pol- 
icy upon reimbursement of premium, and informed the insured that she 
must sue, the company cannot set up a limitation of his authority not 
known to the insured to avoid responsibility for his acts. California Ins. 
Co. vs. Gracey, 28. 

6. WalvEeR or PreEMATURE—PRoors oF Loss AND OF VALUE.—Where the policy 
provides that the loss is not payable until sixty days after the date of 
the proofs of loss, a suit begun fifty-eight days after such date is prema- 
ture. An unqualified refusal by the company to pay is, however, a waiver 
of the above stipulation, but the burden of proof is on the claimant to show 
that such refusal was made, failing in which there is no warrant for the 
commencement of the action. 

Proof of loss is not proof of value, and the latter being omitted there is no 
case for the jury. Cascade Ins. Co. vs. Pub. Co., 395. 

7. WHERE IT May BE Brovcut.—In Pennsylvania it is lawful to bring suit 
against an insurance company in any county where the insured property 
may be located, and to direct process to any sheriff in either of the counties 
of the commonwealth. Beech vs. Farmers § Breeders Mut. Live-stock 
Association, 568. 

8. WHERE To BE BrovucatT—Lmiration.—This policy provided that action mnst 
be brought in the county where the company was located, and com- 
menced within 60 days after the happening of death. 

Held, that the limitation did not begin to run until the cause of action 
matured, 

Held, that where the death occurred in another county, action might be 
brought there under the Iowa Code § 2,584. Matt vs. Iowa Mut. Aid 
Association, 180. 

9. Wuen Wir Limitation.—The policy stipulated that action must be com- 
menced within twelve months. Summons was issued within the year, 
but was set aside, and an alias summons was issued after the termination 
of the year. 

Held, That the action was begun within the required time. Hverett vs. Niagara 
Ins. Co., 947. 


See AcctpENnT 1; ARBITRATION 8; AVERAGE; BENEVOLENT Society 26; JUDGMENT; 
JURISDICTION; MortGacor; SuBRroGaTIon; UnavuTHORIzED Company 1. 


ADJACENT BUILDING. See Apprication 1; Risx 1. 
ADJUSTER. See Action 5; OTHER Insurance 5; Vacant 1, 


ADJUSTMENT. 


AGREEMENT FoR COMPROMISE WITH ADJusTER—MEASURE oF Damaces.—An oral 
agreement to receive a specified sum in sixty days, in full satisfaction of 
the policy, is not inconsistent with a prior written agreement fixing the 
amount of insurance and of total loss at a larger sum. 

A compromise agreed on with an adjuster, who comes pursuant to a notice 
from the company that he will come and close the matter, in the absence 
of knowledge as to limitations of his authority, is binding. Millers’ 
National Ins. Co. vs. Kinneard, 223. 


See APPORTIONMENT; AVERAGE; LuwTaTIoNn 2. 
ADMINISTRATOR. See AsstigNMEnt 1; LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES. 


AGENT. 


1. ANSWER IN APPLICATION BY, AS TO EMPLOYMENT. —The agent was told in answer 
to a question in the application that the applicant was employed by a 
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railroad company, working in its yards. Theagent directed the answer to 
be written ‘‘ laborer,’’ saying it would cover all. 


Held, That the company was estopped from alleging misrepresentation as to 
employment. 


Held, That the burden of proof is on the company to prove forfeiture. 
Wright’s Adm’r vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 346. 

2. AuTHoRITY To ConTRACT By Parot.—The application for accident insurance, 
signed by plaintiff thinking it a receipt, provided that there should be 
no liability until acceptance of the application by the secretary. The 
agent who furnished and filled in the application and took the premium 
assured the applicant that the insurance began at once. 


Held, That under the Wisconsin Rev. St., the agent was a general agent, with 
power to contract for immediate insurance. Mathers vs. Union Mut. Ace. 
Ass'n, 342 

3. AuTHoRITY TO WarIvE PAYMENT oF PRemMIuM.—The rule that, if an agent ex- 
ceeds his actual authority, and the person dealing with him has notice 
of the fact, the principal is not bound, applied to a case where a local 
agent of a fire insurance company assumed to waive a provision in the 
policy that “ no insurance would be binding until actual payment of the 
premium;” the policy itself containing a provision that none of its terms 
could be waived by any one except the secretary of the company. 
Wilkins vs. State Ins. Co., 478. 


4, Evrpence or AuTHoRITY To ConTracT By Parot.—A verbal contract of insur- 
ance on hotel furniture, to take effect immediately, was made with the 
local agent of a foreign corporation. The only grants or restrictions of 
authority in the agent’s commission were authority to receive proposals 
for insurance, fix rates of premium, and receive money on behalf of the 
company, subjeet to such instructions and regulations as the general agent 
might give. The general agent had previously written to the local agent 
that if insurance on the property was desired he would take care of it and 
place it in any company desired. The company had previously insured 
the hotel. 

Held, there was sufficient evidence of authority from the general agent to 
contract for this insurance. Harron vs. City of London Fire Ins. Co., 713. 


5. For Service.—Where it appeared that the company had furnished ‘sta- 
tionery to an alleged agent, the manager had directed parties to him for 
insurance, and had informed plaintifi’s attorneys prior to suit that he 
was their agent, a denial of such agency by the secretary, manager, 
and agent, based in part on his failure to file a required bond, was not 
sufficient to defeat a service of summons on him as such agent. Mutual 
Life Ins. Co. vs. Williams, 815. 

6. KNowLEDGE or MortaaGE—IN Casz oF Mutuat Co.—Actuan Cash VaLuE.— 
The application was written by the agent of the company without asking 
the insured any questions, and was signed = insured without reading. 
The agent knew there was a mortgage on the property but wrote that 
there was not. Held, That the knowledge of the — was the knowledge 
of the company, and the latter cannot complain of the misstatement. 

There is no distinction between mutual and stock companies as to their 
responsibility for the acts of their agents in taking applications. The 
insured is not a member of a mutual company until he gets his policy, 
and has no legal knowledge of the charter or by-laws of the company 
prior to membership. 

Limitation of an agent’s authority must be brought home to the insured, 
or the acts and knowledge of the agent will be deemed to be the acts and 
knowledge of the company. 

When the actual loss exceeds the amount insured it is not material that the 
court below failed to use the words ‘‘ actual cash value” in defining the 
limit of the company’s liability. Russell vs. Detroit Mutual Fire Ins. Co., 
418-19. 
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7. Loans as Set-oFrF To Commissions. —The ey contracted to loan certain 
sums to the agent, which advances should be a lien upon his commissions 
until discharged. 


Held, in an action by the agent for his commissions, the sums loaned were a 
valid set-off. Johnston vs. United States Life Ins. Co., 1054. 


8. Mistake or Cuerk. —No insurance agent can be expected by his company to 
attend to all the details of his business in person. The company must 
and should be construed to anticipate the employment of clerks to attend 
to the office when the agent is absent or sick. When the agent’s clerk 
is authorized and intrusted to examine property, and write out a policy 
thereon, his contract and knowledge are the contract and knowledge of 
the agent, and any accidental mistake which he may make isthe mistake 
of -—v agent, and will be corrected in a court of law in an action on the 
policy. 

If the agent of an insurance company deputize his clerk to examine certain 
property and report upon it, and to write out a policy thereon, and the 
clerk, while intending to write the name of the true owner in the policy, 
writes that of her husband by clerical error and mistake, occasioned by 
the accidental circumstance that the husband’s name happens to be before 
him, such mistake will not defeat the true owner’s right to recover. 
Deitz vs. Providence-Washington Ins. Co., 673. 


9, RECEIPT OF PREMIUM AS EVIDENCE OF AUTHORITY TO Accept SERVICE—WAIVER 
oF InTEMPERANCE. — Where an agent of a foreign company continued to re- 
ceive premiums, and was authorized by the company to adjust the loss, 
and it did not appear that the plaintiffs had any knowledge that the 
power to accept service had been revoked, a motion to quash service on 
such agent was properly overruled. ; 


Where the policy provided that it should be forfeited in case the assured 
became so far intemperate as to impair his health seriously and perma- 
nently. or induce delirium tremens, and the evidence was conflicting, a 
verdict for the plaintiff will not be disturbed. 

A charge that the acceptanceof premiums by thecompany, with the knowledge 
of the fact, was a waiver of the stipulation against intemperance, was 
not error where the agent, who received the premiums, knew the insured 
and delivered renewals, reciting that they did not waive intemperance, 
and there was no evidence of concealment. tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Hanna 
et al., 977. 

10. RESPONSIBILITY FOR FatsE ANSWERS IN APPLICATION. —An agent, authorized to 
take applications for insurance, should be regarded to be acting within 
the scope of his authority where he fills up the blank application of 
insurance ; and if, by his fault or negligence, it contains a misstatement 
not authorized by the instructions of the party who signed it, the wrong 
should be imputed to the company and not to the assured. 

When theagent thus authorized by his company to take applications for 
insurance, without the knowledge of the applicant, writes false answers 
to questions contained in the application, contrary to the directions of 
the applicant, who makes true answers to such questions, the company 
will be estopped by the answers thus written by its agent. State Ins. Co. 
vs. Gray, 128. 


. Warver or IncuMBRANCES By—SvuFFIcIENcy oF Proors.—In an application 
for insurance, where correct answers are given to a general agent of the 
company respecting incumbrances on the property of the applicant, and 
such agent fails to mention the incumbrances in the written application, 
but procures the signature of the applicant, accepts the premium. and 
closes the contract, the company will not be relieved from liability on 
account of misrepresentations in the application, although it was stipu- 
lated therein that it should be considered a part of the policy and a 
warranty by the insured of the truth of the statements which it con- 
tained. 
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A general agent of an insurance company can modify the insurance contract, 
or waive a condition of a written policy by parol. 


A provision in an insurance policy respecting incumbrances on the prop- 
erty insured may be waived by the insurance company or its general 
agent; and this, although the policy contains a printed stipulation that 
no agent of the company or any person other than the president or secre- 
tary shall have authority to waive any of the terms or conditions of the 
policy, and all agreements by the president or secretary must be signed 
by either of them. 

Where proofs of loss are taken by a duly authorized adjuster of the company 
who expresses satisfaction with the same, and states that he will forwar 
them to the office of the company, and that the loss will soon be paid, the 
insured has a right to assume, until notified to the contrary, that no 
other or different proofs will be required; and the failure of the company 
to object to them within a reasonable time precludes it from thereafter 
objecting that they are insufficient. German Ins. Co. of Freeport, Iil., vs. 
Gray, 15-16. 

12. Watver or OBJECTIONS TO AUTHORITY or.—Where the company received the 
premium without objection, and the agent after waiting a reasonable 
time thereafter, as usual, issued a policy to the insured, the company can- 
not repudiate the agent or his act. Hoge vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co., 372. 


13. Waat Constirutes—Or Company or InsureD.—A stipulation in an insur- 
ance policy, that any person other than the insured or the duly author- 
ized agent of the company who may have procured the insurance to be 
taken shall be deemed the agent of the insured, will not be binding upon 
the insured as to any act prior to the delivery of the policy, unless notice 
has been given the insured before the negotiations for the policy are 
completed that such a stipulation will be inserted therein. 


When the plaintiff—a corporation doing business at South Bend, Ind.—is no- 
tified by H. Bros., local insurance agents of that city, who have attended 
to the business of placing insurance for the plaintiff, that a policy is 
about to expire, and the insured consents to a renewal of the policy, the 
plaintiff does not hereby make H. Bros. its agents to obtain for it an in- 
surance policy, where they, instead of placing the insurance in some 
company represented by them, apply to a firm of insurance agents in 
another state for such insurance. 


R. & Co., insurance agents at Newport, Ky., were applied to by H. Bros., 
insurance agents at South Bend, Ind., for a policy on the property of the 
plaintiff, and the last-named firm, having no company represented by 
them in which to place the insurance, applied to P., general agent of the 
defendant at New Orleans, for a policy, and forwarded to him a written 
application, signed by them in their firm name of R. & Co., in which are 
contained certain representations which, by the terms of the policy, are 
made warranties, and which representations were untrue as to two ma- 
terial facts therein stated. Held, That R. & Co. were not the agents of 
plaintiff in procuring said policy, and that they were not authorized to 
make an application in writing binding the plaintiff to the truth of such 
representations. 

P., as the general agent of the defendant, issued to the plaintiff a policy upon 
the application of R. & Co., and signed by them in their firm name, 
without requiring any written application signed by the plaintiff or 
its authorized agent. Held, That defendant was bound by such policy, 
although the representations in the application were not binding upon 
the plaintiff. 

When an application is signed by R. & Co., insurance agents, in their firm 
name, the application is what it purports to be—the application of R. & 
Co.; and, as they did not assume to be the agents of plaintiff in making 
the application, P., the general agent of the company, had no right to 
presume they were acting as agents of the plaintiff in making such appli- 
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cation, or authorized by it to make an application binding upon the 
plaintiff, and a policy issued by him will be binding upon the defendant, 
and the representations in the application will be disregarded. 

A map of the premises insured, offered in evidence, proven to have been the 
printing of H. Bros., insurance agents at South Bend, Ind., and received 
by the secretary of defendant company at Mitchell, Dak., with the appli- 
cation for insurance from P., its New Orleans agent, was properly ex- 
cluded by the court. 

H, Bros., insurance agents, who had been placing insurance for the plaintiff, 
applied to R. & Co., insurance agents in another state, for a policy for 
plaintiff, and the last-named firm, having no company represented by 
them willing to take the insurance, applied to P., a general agent of the 
defendant at New Orleans, who issued the policy in controversy in this 
action, forwarded it to R. & Co., who forwarded it to H. Bros., who de- 
livered the policy to plaintiff, collected the premium, and, after deduct- 
ing their commission, remitted balance to R. & Co., who credited it to 
P., with whom that firm —_ae insurance business, and with 
whom they had an open account. Held, That P., by forwarding the pol- 
icy, with authority to collect premium, to R. & Co., made R. & Co. the 
agents of the defendant for that purpose, and that the premium was in 
effect paid to the sama under the terms of the policy. South Bend Toy 
Mfg. Co. vs. Dakota F. § M. Ins. Co., 871-2. 


See Accent 7; ApsusTER; APPLICATION; Broker; Fraup; InsvurRABLE INTEREST; 
MortGaGreE 2; Orat Contract; OTHER INSURANCE; Poxicy 3; Premium 38, 4,5; 
Premium Nore 1, 4; Proors or Loss 10; Rescission; Tztix 13, 14; Use 1, 2; 
Vacant 3; Vauvuation; Wire’s Poricy 1. 


ALIENATION. 


1. Contract or SaLte.—A contract of sale which passes the equitable title and 
beneticial interest is a violation of the policy provision making it void 
ifthe property be sold or transferred, or any change take place in title or 
possession. Cottingham vs. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co., 187. 

2. In CasE oF CANCELLATION AND ASSIGNMENT oF MortGaGe.—Alienation of the 
property without consent of the insurer indorsed, as required on the policy, 
renders the policy void in the hands of the purchaser to whom it had 
been assigned. 


A return of the policy by an officer of the company with the remark that it 
had been canceled, upon application for an endorsement of consent to 
alienation, cannot be alleged as parol consent, on the ground that the 
policy had not actually been canceled. 


A mortgagee to whom loss was payable received the insurance moneys due on 
other policies and applied part to the reduction of the mortgage debt and 
part was given to the purchaser. Subsequently, the latter received from 
an assignee of the mortgagee an assignment both of the mortgage and 
the policy in dispute. The policy provided that the insurer should be 
subrogated to the rights of the mortgagee. 

Held, that the purchaser’s claim on the policy was not strengthened. It was 
already invalid ae assigned, and, if otherwise, would be barred in the 
hands of the purchaser, since the company was subrogated and could 
claim reimbursement from him. Lett vs. Guardian Fire Ins. Co., 176. 


See TrTLe. 


APPLICATION. 


1, Apsacent Bumpinc.—The application stated the nearest building to be 
ninety feet, whereas it was seventy-two feet. It provided that the rep- 
resentations were true so far as known to the applicant, and material. 
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The policy provided that the application was a part thereof and a 
warranty. 


Held, That in the absence of evidence that the insured knew the correct 
distance, the statement was not a warranty. Noone vs. Transatlantic 
Ins. Co., 776. 


2. ANSWERS 48S TO PHysictan.—To the question. ‘‘ Have you personally con- 
sulted a physician, been prescribed for or eee treated within the 
past ten years?’ The answer was “‘No.” The application was a warranty. 

Held, That it was not necessary that a false answer should be intentionally 
so to work a forfeiture. 


Held, That consultation or treatment meant for the purpose of procuring or 
furnishing any medical aid and not simply for a specific disease. 


Held, That a subsequent question inquiring, “if so, for what disease,” did 
not limit the scope of the first question. 


Held, That giving medicine by a physician to relieve suffering is prescribing. 


Ajury may be cautioned against being influenced by sympathy. Cobb vs. 
Covenant Mut. Benefit Ass’n, 215. 


3. Denrau or Liasriity A Watver or Proors or Loss—KNOWLEDGE OF AGENT A 
WAIVER OF MISREPRESENTATION—INTEREST.—Where a fire insurance policy 
was issued by an insurance company, and afterwards the insured property 
was destroyed by fire. and the company then denied all liability on the 
ground that the policy was void, held, that by this denial the company 
in effect waived all its rights under certain stipulations in the policy 
requiring proofs of loss to be made, and giving the company sixty days 
thereafter within which to pay the loss; and a suit brought on the pol- 
icy within less than the sixty days is not prematurely brought. 


Where a local agent ofa fire insurance company furnishes a blank applica- 
tion to a party seeking insurance, and the agent himself, who has full 
and complete knowleiae of all the facts, fills up the blanks and informs 
the applicant that the same is done correctly, and the applicant believes 
him and signs the application, and afterwards a policy is issued thereon, 
and afterwards a fire occurs, destroying all the insured property, held, 
that the company cannot then claim that the insurance policy is void be- 
cause of inaccurate or incomplete statements in the application. 


Where the prayer of a petition asks for interest from a certain date, the 
plaintiff cannot recover interest from a prior date. Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Weeks, 541. 


4, Evipence or Bap HreattH.—The insured said in the application that she 
was in sound health. She died nine months after the policy was is- 
sued. There was evidence that she died of phthisis and was sick three 
years before death. Held, error in refusing to instruct for the company, 
and the judgment was reversed. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. vs. 
Dempsey, 547. 


5. FatsE ANSWER By AGENT aS TO REJECTION BY OTHER CompaniEes.—The ap- 
plication was filled by the agent and signed by the insured without 
reading it. The question whulien the insured had ever been rejected by 
another company was answered ‘‘ No,” though the insured had informed 
the agent to the contrary. The policy provided that it should be void if 
the representations in the application were untrue, and the application 
warranted its statements to be true whether written by the hand of the 
insured or not. 

Held, That the company was estopped from setting up the false answer in the 
application, and a reformation of the contract was not necessary for 
recovery. 


Held, That where the application provided that the contract should be con- 
strued according to the charter, it was not necessary to allege in the com- 
plaint that there was nothing in the charter to preclude the plaintiff 
from setting up the estoppel. 


’ 
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A finding, that the agent had been informed of the rejection a short time be- 
fore and had written the answer without reading the question to the in- 
sured, sustains an averment in the complaint that the agent was told at 
the time that the insured had been rejected. Germania Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Lunkenheimer, 882. 


6. Huspanp as Acznt or Wire.— Where the application for a membership in a 
mutual insurance company becomes a part of the certificate of member- 
ship, and the application states that it ‘‘must be signed by the applicant, 
or the certificate, if issued, will be void,” and where it is further shown 
that an application was made by the husband for the.wife, in her absence, 
and the application was signed by him with the knowledge and consent. 
of the agent of the company, and it is further shown that the application 
was made at the direction of the wife, and afterwards she is informed by 
the husband of the making of the application, and his action is approved 
by her, held, that by such direction and ratification the signature to the 
application, in the absence of fraud, becomes in law the signature of the 
wife, and is binding upon the insurance company. Somers vs. Kansas 
Protective Union, 616. 


7. In Pueapines.—Where a paper referred to in an affidavit of defense is an 
important factor in a case, and the defendant attempts to set up his in- 
terpretation of it as a defense, or draw alleged facts, he must attach a 
copy to his affidavit. 


Where the defense is misrepresentations in the application, the application 
must be attached to the policy; otherwise it cannot be offered in evidence 
and is no part of the contract. 


The act of Pennsylvania relative to so attaching the application applies to 
all companies of that state no matter where the property may be located 
and to all other companies insuring property or lives within the state. 
Kittanning Ins. Co. vs. Hebb, 92. 


8. KNOWLEDGE OF AGENT 4S TO D1aGRAM AND IRON Sare.—The diagram accom- 
panying the application was made by the solicitor from his own knowl- 
edge. ‘The policy contained a warranty that the diagram was correct, 

. and the upplication recited that the agent in preparing a diagram acted 
as agent of the insured. 

Held, That where the insured was ignorant of the property, the company was 
responsible for incorrectness in the diagram. 


The application stated in answer to a question whether insured would agree 
to keep books of account in a safe, that they would be kept in his dwell- 
ing, and the agent was told he had no safe. The policy contained a war- 
ranty that they would be kept in a safe or some secure place not exposed 
to a fire which would destroy the building. The dwelling was part of 
the building insured. 

Held, That the company by issuing the policy with a knowledge of the facts, 
waived the requirement. Spratt vs. New Orleans Ins. Co., 955. 


9. Lex Locr ContractUs—STATEMENTS AS TO OCCUPATION AND PHYSICIAN.— 
Where an application for life insurance is made, and the policy is deliv- 
ered, and the premium is paid in Maryland, the courts of that state 
have jurisdiction. 

Although sued in Maryland, the policy of a Pennsylvania company is to be 
construed by Pennsylvania statutes, and conditions of the policy which 
might otherwise be valid in Maryland are invalid so far as they conflict 
with the statutes of the state from which the company comes. 


The policy contained warranties that all the answers and statements in 
the application were true, but it was held that inquiry in reference to 
them ought to be, not only were they true, but also were they made in 
good faith and were they material to the risk? The Pennsylvania statutes 
permitting this treatment of the warranties. 
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The insured was a country merchant and sold wine and whiskey among 
other things. In answer to the question whether he was connected in any 
way with the sale or manufacture of malt or spirituous liquors, he an- 
swered, No. Held, nota warranty, but a question of good faith, which must. 
be determined by surrounding circumstances and the accompanying facts 
which marked the character of the transaction. 


A physician had succeeded his father as the family doctor of the insured. 
Evidence showed that the insured had consulted both, while his applica- 
tion stated that he had only consulted the father during a period of ten 
years. Held, not to impugn a claim otherwise just, in the absence of 
proof that the answer in the application was not in good faith and that it 
was material to the risk. Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n of Phila. vs. Ficklin et 
al., 534. ° 


10. Mepican AtrENDANCE.—The insured states in the application that he had 
not had medical attendance within a year. A physician testified that he 
attended insured within that time and prescribed for him in the presence 
of certain members of the family. These members testified that they had 
no recollection of it. 


Held, That the physician might have been mistaken as to the date, and the 
question whether the statement in the application was untrue was a 
proper one for the jury. O'Hara vs. United Brethren Mut. Aid Soc., 937. 


11. Preapinc.—In an action on a policy ofinsurance, a copy of the applica- 
tion need not be set out in the complaint. Britt vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
Ins, Co., 933. 

12. Responsipruity or AGENT.—Where the applicant was an ignorant man who 
could neither read nor write, and did not know his age, and the agent put 
him down in the application as 43, saying that he would put him in at 
that age anyhow and make him younger than he was, the company was. 
estopped to set up misrepresentation as to age. Keystone Mut. Ben. Ass’n 
vs. Jones, 88. 

13. SurvEY as RepresEntaTion.—Plaintiff’s brokers promised at the time of 
making application for a policy to furnish a survey and diagram, the 
company otherwise refusing to take the risk. It was furnished accord- 
ingly though subsequent to the issue of the policy. The policy referred 
to such survey for further information and made it a part of the policy. 

Held, That theugh the fact of its being subsequent to the policy may have 
deprived the survey of force as a warranty, it did not destroy its effect 
as a representation of facts made as an inducement to insure, and if ma- 
terially false a tender back of premium and notice of cancellation be- 
fore suit operated as a rescission of the contract. 


Held, That the insured, eat to furnish the survey, could not object 
to the parties who furnished it in accordance with such agreement as 
being unauthorized. Rankin vs. Amazon Ins. Co., 844. 


14. Warranty as TO TITLE WHEN VERBAL—ENDORSEMENTS ON Poticy.—In con 
struing warranties contained in policies of insurance, the prime object 
to be reached is the intentions of the parties, and if that can be found, 
such intention must control. But where the provisions are clear and un- 
ambiguous they are entitled to literal interpretation, and wherever in a 
policy there is a clear breach of warranty, however immaterial it may 
be, the policy will be voided. 

The provision contained in the warranty, that any application or statement 
connected with the procuring of the insurance is true and shall ve a part 
of the policy, makes the oral application and statement at the time the 
policy was applied for a part of the contract, and the finding of the jury 
in regard to what that oral statement was is conclusive upon the com- 
pany in regard to title and mortgage. 

Where the application is verbal, oral proof may be introduced to show that 
the nature of the title was stated. and the burden falls upon the insurer 
to ascertain the facts if it writes without first dsking questions. 
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“Indorsement on the policy ” of the title or changes thereof, or mortgages, re- 
fers to transactions after insurance. Existing breaches of the policy pro- 
visions in these respects do not void the contract from the moment of 
its issue because it does not contain such endorsements. Hoose vs. Pres- 
cott Ins. Co., 506. 


15. WatvEeR OF REPRESENTATIONS aS TO UsE—VERBAL STaTEMENTS.—Where the 
insurer asks no information and the insured makes no representa- 
tions, and the insurer chooses to assume the risk, he must be presumed, 
in point of law, todo so at his own peril. Where the insurer is familiar 
with the property and its uses and occupation before insuring, he is 
estopped from setting up a misstatement in reference thereto in the 
application. 

Verbal statements made in an oral application are mere representations, and 
even though referred in the policy do not become warranties. Only 
written matter can be made part of a written contract. Wytheville Ins. J: 
B. Co. vs. Stultz, 481. 


16. WuHEN sy Lerrer.—The policy provides that if an application was referred 
to therein it should be a part of the policy. The application was by a 
letter stating that a certain amount of insurance would be carried, but 
there was no refereuce in the policy to this letter. 


Held, That the letter was no part of the contract. Citizens Ins. Co. vs 
Hoffman, 1019. 


17. WHEN FIutep sy AGent.—The agent filled up the application and incor- 
rectly named the amount of incumbrance, which had been correctly stated 
to him by applicant. Application was then signed by applicant with- 
out reading. The application was not attached to the policy, but was 
filed in the company’s office. Held, That the carelessness or mistake of 
the agent was not chargeable to the applicant, and the company could 
not plead the acts of its own representative to defeat the policy. Soin 
regard to a clause in the application which the applicant did not read, 
limiting the powers of the agent. The applicant had no notice of the 
misrepresentation. Tubbs vs. Dwelling-house Ins. Co., 463. 

18. WHEN FILLED By AGENT.—Where an applicant warrants his statements to 
be true, whether written by his own hand or not, and agrees that their 
falsity shall defeat recovery on a certificate, and where the certificate 
refers to such application, and provides, moreover, that every person ac- 
quiring any interest in the contract adopts and warrants such state- 
ments to be true, the warranty is binding, and if the statements of the 
applicant, or any of them, turn out to be false the contract is void, and 
the claimants, whether assignees or others, are not entitled to recover. 


In such a case the agent who filled up the application from the verbal dicta- 
tion of the applicant was presumably faithful, and wrote as the applicant 
dictated. 


The clause in the certificate that no agent has power to waive the provi- 
sions of the contract is good, but even if it were not it would not estop 
the company from the benefit of the falsity of the answers in the appli- 
cation. Wilkins vs. Mut. Reserve Fund Life Ass’n, 429. 

19. WuHeEn REFERRED TO AND NOT FURNISHED — WaTcHMAN. —The warranty of an 
application and survey, specially referred to in policy for further particu- 
lars, is not affected by the fact that the paper referred to was prepared 
on the blank of another company and was not actually furnished until 
after the execution of the policy. Until furnished there was no completed 
contract. 


A provision requiring a watchman to be continually about the premises by 
day and night when mills are idle is not complied with by a watchman 
sleeping in a building three hundred feet away with consent of insured. 
Rankin et al. vs. Amazon Ins. Co., 278. 

See Acenr; BENEvoLENT Society 3; Descriprion; EvipENnce 2; INSANITY 2 


Purapine 1; Poricy 1; Proors or Loss 5; Wire’s Poricy 1. 
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APPORTIONMENT. 


In Case or ScHEepDuLE.—The policy recited; ‘‘ This policy being for $1,000, 
covers pro-rata each of the following amounts.” Then followed a sched- 
ule of items with sums insured on each, the whole footing up to $3,510. 
The insured had made application for $3,510 of insurance distributed in 
the manner indicated, addressed to another company and sent to agents 
to place. This was the only policy they could obtain. 


Held, That the $1,000 of insurance was to be distributed to each item in the 
roportion that its stated value bore to the whole, and the company was 
iable on each for 1000-3510ths of the amountso stated. Citizens’ Ins. Co. 

vs. Ayers, 60. 


APPRAISEMENT. See Arsirration; Proors or Loss 11. 


ARBITRATION. 


1. As Evipence.—Where an award of appraisers had been obtained, which 
was strictly within the terms of the policy, a ruling that such award was 
not admissible as evidence for any purpose was error, calling for reversal 
of judgment. Herndon et al. vs. Imperial Ins. Co., 186. 


2. Errect or RETarninc Proor or Loss—InterEst.—The policy provided that, 
in case of failure to agree as to the amount of damage, the question should 
at the written request of either party be submitted to arbitration; also 
that until such appraisal was permitted the loss should not be payable. 
Proofs of loss were rejected by the company because they stated that the 
loss had been estimated by _—— selected by the agent and the insured, 
which the company denied. No objections were made, however, as to 
the amount, and no request made for arbitration. 


Held, That the insured was not obligated to request an appraisement before 
bringing action. 

Held, That the rights of the company would not have been prejudiced by the 
retention of the proofs even if the statement in them were false. 


Held, That the policy being by its terms payable sixty days after delivery of 
the proofs, the insured was entitled to interest from that time. Randall 
et al. vs. American Fire Ins. Co., 596-7. 


8. Proors or Loss asA WatvER.—The policy provided that in case of loss an 
inventory should be furnished and the amount of sound value and of 
damage should be ascertained by an appraisal, and until the required 
proofs were produced and ‘examinations and appraisals permitted by 
claimant,” the loss should not be payable; also, that in case differences 
should arise after proof received in due form, the matter should be sub- 
mitted at the written request of either party to arbitration, whose award 
should be binding. 


Held, That the first appraisal stipulated for was a part of the proofs of loss, 
and the reception of proofs without such appraisal without objection was 
a waiver of the requirement. 


Held, That, in case of such waiver, a refusal to submit to the second appraise- 
ment stipulated for on written request did not bar the right of action; 
since no such penalty was at¢éached. In such case the stipulation for ap- 
praisement is not a condition precedent, but is collateral. Its violation 
will not bar an action on the contract, but will support a separate action 
for violation. Hamilton vs. Home Ins. Co., 97-98. 


4, REsEcTION oF Proors aS WAIVER—ALLEGATION OF VaLuaTION.—The policy 
provided for arbitration in case of disagreement as to the loss, and, further, 
that no action ‘shall be sustainable until after an award shall have been 
obtained” in the manner provided, ‘‘ which is agreed to be a condition 
precedent.” 
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Held, That where the proofs were rejected because of a statement in that the 
loss had been estimated by parties mutually agreed on which the com- 
any denied, but there was no disagreement as to the amount or request 
or arbitration, the insured was not obligated to request such arbitration 

as a condition precedent to a suit. 

Held, That the —— could properly allege the value of the property and 
also that it had been ascertained i arbitration. If the conditions did 
not arise requiring arbitration, the allegation as to this would be mere 
surplusage. Randall et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co., 613, 


-5, Revocation as WaIvER—EFFEcT oF—BuRDEN OF PRooF oF FrauD.—The Circuit 
Court Rule, Mich., 104, permits an abstract of the policy instead of the 
policy itself or afullcopy, and proof must be made in the same way as 
if the declaration had set forth the policy in full. 


An agreement to arbitrate the damages to goods waives any other arbitration 
and award provided for by the policy. ® 

Revocation by the insured of such agreement to arbitrate, and sale of the 
goods by him, deprives him of his right to sue upon the policy. 

Silence of the company’s adjuster does not constitute acquiescence in such 
revocation. 

But a delay of two months, followed by a demand by the insurer for an ex- 
amination of the insured under oath, waives the above forfeiture. 


Adoption by the insured of the arbitrator’s schedule of values and damages 
binds him in the absence of fraud or mistake. 

The burden of proof is upon the party who alleges fraud to make the same 
clearly and satisfactorily appear to the jury. 

When a jury find for a less amount than the least awarded by two appraise- 
meuts put before them for their choice, their tinding will be set aside. 
They are bound to adopt one or the other. Morley vs. Liverpool § London 
§ Globe Ins. Co., 577. 


6. Watver oF Proors AND FarturE TO Request as WatveR oF¥—INTEREST.—The 
policy provided that in case of differences as to amount of loss after 
roofs rescind, the matter should be submitted on written request to ar- 
itration, and that no suit should be maintainable until such award 

had been obtained. 

Held, ‘That a waiver of the formal proofs of loss, together with the presenta- 
tion of a builder’s affidavit by insured, as to amount of loss, was not a 
waiver of the arbitration clause. 

‘That the mere failure to request an arbitration does not give a right of action 
in the absence of a waiver of arbitration. 

Where there is no fixed date or time for payment of claim, or wrongful with- 
holding or liquidated damages, interest will run from the commencement 
of suit. Hutchinson vs. Liverpool § London § Globe., 273. 

7. WHEN IT WILL BE Set ASIDE—.J URISDICTION OF EQuiry—ABSENCE OF APPORTION- 
MENT.—An award rendered by an arbitrator on a damaged stock without 
any personal examination of the stock, and based simply on the bills, 
invoices, and inventories, is invalid; as is also an award without sufficient 
evidence or proper hearing or made under direction of one of the parties. 

An arbitrator must act in consultation with the other arbitrators, but if 
called as an umpire it was proper to make up his decision alone. 

‘The Montana statute of 1379, regarding arbitration cannot deprive the Fed- 
eral court of jurisdiction in equity to set aside an award. 

Where misconduct is charged, equity has jurisdiction. 

Where several companies join in arbitration and a single award is made, a 
single bill may be brought by all to set it aside. 

Where the amount insured by each company exceeded $2,000 and there ap- 
pears nothing to show that the loss is to be apportioned, the court will 
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assume jurisdiction since the plaintiff might select any of the companies 
and sue for the entire loss. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. Bonner Mercan- 
tile Co., 232. 


8 Wen Not Conprtion PrecEDENT To AcTION—WaAIVER or.—A clause in a 
policy of insurance, which simply provides that any difference of opinion 
between the company and the insured, as to the amount of loss sustained 
by the latter, may be arbitrated, does not constitute such arbitration a 
condition precedent to bringing suit thereon. Such provision leaves 
arbitration optional with the parties, and either may decline to arbitrate. 


Where a policy contains an arbitration clause, and, by its terms, makes arbi- 
tration a condition precedent, and the insured, who has suffered a loss 
thereunder, demands arbitration, and the company refuses, such refusal 
is a waiver of the provision, and the company may not subsequently 
insist upon arbitration, and is also estopped from setting up failure to 
arbitrate as a defense to an action on said policy. Continental Ins. Co. of 
N. Y. vs. Wilson, 269. 


See Proors or Loss 11; AccrmpEent 1 


ASSESSMENT 


1. Notice or—REINSTATEMENT.—It was a condition of the charter and by-laws 
that a member failing to receive notices of assessments at certain dates 
named should notify the association in writing, and if his assessment re- 
mained unpaid thirty days after such dates his certificate became void. 
The insured paid up to and including April 1, 1884, but did not pay the 
following assessment of June, nor any thereafter. A notice of assess- 
ment addressed to a member according to the association’s usual course of 
business was to be sufficient compliance with the conditions on the part of 
the association. 


The controlling question in this case was in regard to whether or not the 
association gave the insured notice of the assessment of June, 1884. The 
evidence on this point was conflicting, and it was held that as the mem- 
ber did not receive the notice it was not sent; that he was not bound to 
pay an assessment of which notice was not given; and that his member- 
ship was not forfeited. 


Application for reinstatement six months after the alleged forfeiture does not, 
under the above circumstances, constitute a waiver on the part of the 
insured of his rights asa member. Mutual Reserve Fund Life Association 
vs. Hamlin., 696-7. 


2. ProcrEps rn Cass or InsoLveNcy.— Where an assessment for a death loss had 
been collected but not paid to the beneficiary prior to insolvency. 


Held, That the proceeds of such assessment must be treated as part of the 
general assets, after insolvency to be distributed pro rata among the death 
claimants. The question is controlled by Sec. 5934 of Missouri Statutes 
of 1889. Ellerbe, Superintendent of Insurance Department, vs. Farmers § 
Mechanics Mut. Aid Ass’n, 780. 

3. Watver or.—The policy stipulated for the payment of an assessment every 
two months, and, in case of default for thirty days after notice, it should 
be void. On or about the 1st of September, when assessments due on 
the Ist of June and of August were still unpaid, the company wrote re- 
questing payment. It also wrote another letter notifying him that an 
assessment would be due on October 1st. The insured tendered the 
amount of the June and August assessments on September 26th, which 
was refused and due on the Sept. 30th. 

Held, That the forfeiture of the contract was waived by the notice of the 
October assessment given with knowledge of thefacts. Murray vs. Home 
Benefit Life Ass’n, 905. 


See BEenEVOLENT Soctety; Mutua Company 3; PREMIUM. 
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ASSIGNEE. 


InTEREST IN Poticy.—The beneficiary of a policy on the life of her father as- 
mane a part of her interest to her sister, and afterwards assigned the 
policy to F., who had no insurable interest. In an action by the bene- 
ficiary to recover from F. who had received the insurance money. 

Held, That F., after being allowed the amount of assessments paid by him and 
the sums he paid the assignees for their advancements, was not entitled 
to further credit for the interest of the sister which she claimed to have 
surrendered to the beneficiary, nor for an alleged assignment of her in- 
terest by the sister to another party who had no insurable interest. 
Brennan vs. Franey, 897. 


See Surcrpz 2; Trrtez 4. 


ASSIGNMENT. 


1. AGREEMENT As TO ADMINISTRATOR—SUFFICIENT CONSIDERATION.—On the death 
of A., unmarried and intestate, his mother, brothers, and sister, the 
last being represented by her husband, agreed in writing that J., one 
of the brothers, should be appointed administrator; that J. should ar- 
range for the care of the burial lot and the erection of a tombstone; 
should receive orders for the life insurance of A.; should pay the debts of 
A.; and should divide the residue equally among the next of kin of A. 
J. was appointed administrator, the sister and her-husband signing the 
petition for his appointment. It turned out that the life insurance poli- 
cies were payable to the sister and she gave to J. orders to collect the 
amounts due on them, but afterwards revoked the orders. 

Held, That the agreement had been ratified by the sister. 

Held, Further, that the agreement was a fair family arrangement, of which 
the sufficient consideration was the surrender by each of a possible larger 
share in the decedent’s estate for a certainly equal one. 

Held, Further, that in such a family arrangement the care of the burial lot 
was a sufficient consideration. In such arrangements courts do not 
examine the quantum of consideration. 

Held, Further, that the ratification of the agreement by the sister and her de- 
livery of the orders for the life insurance moneys were an equitable as- 
signment of the moneys to J. for the purposes of the agreement; that the 
orders were coupled with an interest and were irrevocable. Sup. Ass'y 
of the R. S. of G. F. vs. Campbell, Adm’r, et al., 986. 

2. In ABSENCE OF INSURABLE INTEREST.—Where a policy has been taken out by 
one on his own life and subsequently sold and assigned to another who 
has no interest, good faith will not sustain the assignment. The as- 
signee will be entitled only to the money expended for the purchase and 
subsequent premiums. The balance of the fund will belong to the estate 
of the insured. Downey vs. Hoffer, 84. 

3. Unper Duress—Limirat1on—Paron Contract.—In the absence of any allega- 
tion to the contrary, a contract will be presumed to be by parol, and not 
in writing, and in such case a motion to make the complaint more defin- 
ite when sufficiently so regarding the matter complained of will not 
prevail. ; 

Where a debtor has assigned his policy to secure his creditor, and acquiesces 
in the assignment for many years, permitting the creditor to pay the 
premiums, he will not be heard to complain that the assignment was 
procured under duress in order to avoid it. 

Where it was agreed in the assignment that the premiums paid by the 
assignee should be paid out of the proceeds of the policy, the statute of 
limitations does not apply to premiums paid more than six years before 
the maturity of the policy or commencement of suit. Walker vs. Larkin 
et al. , 709-10. 
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4, WHEN Mave as CoLLATERAL—EVIDENCE oF VaLuaTion.—The assignment of a 
fire policy without consent of the company, as collateral security for an 
indebtedness, does not defeat the policy, but such an assignment is not 
valid as against the assignees of the claim after the fire, but this latter 
holding is F gency at least, based upon the fact that the property and 
the fire and the later assignments were in Iowa, and that the New York 
court dealing with the first assignment had no jurisdiction. 


Defendant, after having by proper pleadings made K. a party to the suit, is 
estopped from claiming that he is not a necessary party. 

The original policy-holder, after assigning his claim subsequent to the fire, is 
not a trustee for the assignees of such claim. 


Statements by a warehouseman as to the quantity of goods stored from time 
to time are not mere heresay, but are admissible as evidence. 


The price of eggs bought from producers is not a proper measure of the price 
of “‘ cold storage eggs.” 


The burden of proof to show an —— rests upon the party which pleads 
such an assignment. Kelly vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Co., 424. 


5. WHEN A SaLe.—In an action to compel a re-assignment of a paid-up policy 
of life insurance it was found that plaintiff’s testator assigned the polic 
to defendants in consideration of its surrender value, and received hook 
an agreement to sell the same to him on or before a specified day on re- 
payment of that sum, and that if payment was not made on that day they 
would pay him $100 on demand in full of all claims, and that no payment. 
was made on the day specified. The court found that the transaction was 
a sale of the policy and not a mortgage and dismissed the complaint. 
No exceptions were taken to the findings of fact. Held, that the facts. 
found justified the conclusion of law and that there was no error. Fran- 
cis X. Brennan vs. Geo. W. Crouch, 565. 


See Action 2; ALIENATION 2; BENEVOLENT Socrety 2, 16; INnsonvENcy 1; Morrt- 
GAGEE 2; Risk 4; Trrue 1; Wire's Poticy 2. 


ATTACHMENT. See Ornat Notice. 


AVERAGE. 


Action anpD ADJUSTMENT IN CasE oF Part OwNER—ABANDONMENT OF VoyAaGE.— 
Where a suit has been brought against one of two ship-owners, and prop- 
erty attached thereunder released before the name of the other owner is 
introduced, the suit must be regarded as against the original re- 
spondent only. 


A part owner of a vessel is liable in solido for a balance due on an average 
adjustment. 


A district court proceeding in admiralty has jurisdiction by foreign attach- 
ment in a suit against a vessel-owner to recover a balance due on an 
average adjustment. 


Avessel, having been damaged, put into Fayal, and was unable to proceed on 
her voyage, Her cargo was removed, and the vessel sold. The master 
sought a substitute, but was unable to find one. He then collected pro 
rata freight from the underwriters’ agents, who shipped the cargo to its 
destination, advancing the necessary supplies, and chartering a vessel. 
Held, although the bill of lading at Fayal was taken in the master’s 
name, the voyage was abandoned, and a severance of interests occurred 
there, and hence the rights of the parties in an adjustment are to be de- 
termined by the rules prevailing at Fayal, even though no demand was 
made there for an adjustment. National Board of Marine Underwriters vs. 
Melchers, 647-8. 


AWARD, See ARBITRATION. 
Vou, XX.—68. 
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BAILEE. 


OBLIGATIONS TO InsunE—Evipence.—Property was received by a bailee under 
agreement to hold in store, pay freight, and keep insured for bailor. It 
was claimed by the bailee that there had been a full settlement of all 
claims before the loss. 

Held, in a suit for an accounting of insurance moneys received by bailee, 
that, where the evidence of a settlement was conflicting, a finding for 
the bailee was a finding of such settlement, and of a termination of the 
obligation of the bailee to insure. 

Held, That the admission of evidence of subsequent insurance of his charges 
by bailee was not prejudicial. The bailor would have no claim on such 
insurance. Sickles et al. vs. Brabbitts et al., 473. 


See WaREHOUSEMAN. 
BENEFICIARY. See Action 4; Benevotent Society; Tirtz 11. 


BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


Szconp AssEssMENT.—Where the by-laws of a benevolent association stipulate 
that the members shall only be subject to one assessment for each death 
claim, and an assessment is made but the claim is not paid in full, the 
members are not subject to a second assessment whether the amount real- 
ized was sufficient or not, and a mandamus will not lie to compel such 
assessment. People ex. rel. Meyers vs. Masonic Guild § Mut. Ben. Ass'n, 
858. 


BENEVOLENT SOCIETY. 


1, AssEssMENT BY SUBORDINATE LopGE as Waiver.—The promise to pay a benev- 
olent certificate was conditioned on the member being in good standing. 
Through failure to pay dues, the member according to the constitution 
was not in good standing. 

Held, that where a subordinate society continued to assess, and through its 
officers receive, subsequent dues beyond the scope of their authority, 
such acts were not a waiver of the forfeiture as prescribed by the 
constitution. Lyon vs. Supreme Assembly Royal Society of G. F., 451. . 

2. ASSIGNMENT OF CERTIFICATE, WITHOUT INSURABLE INTEREST, BY CREDITOR.—A 
creditor took out an insurance on the life of his debtor, and afterwards as- 
signed the policy to one who had no insurable interest, as security for a 
debt, and who continued to pay the dues. Afterwards the business of the 
company was taken over by defendant, and certificates payable to the as 
signee were issued by it in exchange for the surrender of the original 
policy. 

Held, that in Maryland an insurable interest was not necessary to support the 
assignment of the policy where originally valid. 

Held, that the certificates, though considered alone would be void for want 
of interest, are valid, being only the substitution of another for an origi- 
nal liability. 

Where the certificates stated that they were payable to plaintiff, if living; at 
the end of 90 days after death ; a complaint which states that they were 
payable to plaintiff on death of insured is a variance. 

The rendering of final judgment while an issue remained untried was error. 
Souder vs. Home Friendly Society, 33. 

3. AurHoriry To SusPEND—L1aBILiTy TO ASSESSMENT—FALSE REPRESENTATIONS IN 
APPLICATION AS TO BENEFICIARY.—A member of a lodge in the Knights of 
Pythias was accused before his lodge of giving a false age upon entrance. 
The committee appointed to try him, and report their opinion of his 
guilt or innocence, reported that they believed a false age had been given, 
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and that a majority of the committee did not believe it had been given 
with any malicious intent or intent to defraud. Held, That this report 
did not convict the member of any offense; and that a vote of the lodge 
thereon, suspending the member for ninety-nine years, without any 
further hearing or any appeal, was unauthorized and void. 


A grand lodge in the K. of P. has power to reverse the action of a subordi- 
nate lodge suspending one of its members, without the regular taking and 
prosecution of an appeal, and after the death of the suspended member. 


‘The Endowment Rank of the Order of K. of P. isa voluntary mutual life in- 
surance association, open to members of the order only, and under its 
constitution, when the action of a subordinate lodge suspending one of 
its members is reversed by the superior grand lodge, the standing of the 
member in the Endowment Rank will be deemed in law to have always 
been the same as if no suspension had taken place. 


A member of the order of K. of P., actually suspended by his lodge, is not 
subject to assessment in the Endowment Rank until his suspension is 
reversed, when he becomes bound to pay all assessments levied during 
his suspension. 


In contracts of life insurance, courts do not favor warranties by construction. 


Statements contained in an application for life insurance are of themselves 
mere representations, and, in order that they may have the force of war- 
ranties, they must not only be made part of the contract, but must also 
appear, on an examination of the entire contract, to have been deemed 
conditions upon the literal truth or fulfillment of which the validity of 
the insurance was intended to rest. 


The known falsity of a representative made by an applicant for life insurance 
will not vitiate the contract of insurance, unless the representation was 
material to the contract, or was deemed so by the insurer. 


‘The fact that the representation was made in answer to a question put by the 
insurer will ordinarily indicate that it was deemed material; but if, 
nevertheless, the terms of the contract show that it was not deemed 
material by the insurer, its known falsity will not vitiate the insurance. 


An applicant for insurance in the Endowment Rank of the K. of P. was re- 
required to state in his application to whom he desired the sum insured 
to be paid, and the relationship of the payee to himself. He responded, 
“To my wife, Emily Louisa Vivar.” The contract bound the insurer to 
pay the sum insured ‘‘to Emily Louisa Vivar, his wife, as directed by 
said brother in his application, or to such other person or persons as he 
may subsequently direct by will or otherwise.” Held, that the relation- 
ship of the payee was not material, and was not deemed material by the 
insurer, and that Emily Louisa Vivar could recover the sum insured, even 
though the applicant knew that she was not his lawful wife. 


In the Endowment Rank of the Order of K. of P., the payees of insurance 
moneys are not confined to the relatives of the members. 


When a person effects an insurance on his own life, and in the policy desig- 
nates another person as payee of the sum insured, the latter may maintain 
an action on the policy, without showing an insurable interest in the life. 
Vivar vs. Supreme Lodge of K. of P., 373-4. 


4, CHaNncE or Benericury.—Finding of fact sustained, to the effect that a 
person whose life was insured in a mutual benefit association had not 
changed the beneficiary appointed in the certificate. In a letter to the 
company, he had indicated a substitution of beneficiaries, which he de- 
sired to make, sending his certificate for that purpose; but, it being re- 
turned to him with directions to sign a formal revocation and reappoint- 
ment of beneficiaries, indorsed on the certificate, he retained it without 
further action. : 

Chadwick vs. Cornish, 26 Minn., 28, followed, to the effect that evidence of 
the acts of a surviving interested party with a person deceased is not 
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within the rule excluding conversations and admissions. Hall vs. North- 
western Endowment § Legacy Ass’n, 1041. 


5. Cuance or Benericrary.—The certificate issued by a mutual benefit corpo- 
ration to one of its members, C., provided that C. during his membership 
could surrender the certificate and receive a new one in favor of a different 
beneficiary, ‘‘complying with the laws of the order on this subject ;” also, 
that the contract was between the corporation and C., not between the 
corporation and the beneficiary. A by-law required, in case of a change 
in the beneficiary, that the consent of the beneficiary should be indorsed 
on the certificate, but this by-law was afterwards revoked. 


C. took a certificate in favor of his wife, and, after the revocation of the 
y-law mentioned, surrendered the certificate without his wife’s knowl- 
edge, taking another in his own favor. 


Held, that the wife had no vested interest in the benefits under the first cer- 
tificate. 


Held, further, that the change in the beneficiary was valid; being made in ac- 
cordance with the by-laws in force when the change was made, 


Held, further, that in the circumstances a gift of the first certificate by C. to 
his wife was not proved. Supreme Council Catholic Knights of America vs. 
Alex. Morrison, 76. 

6. CHANGE oF BENEFIctary.—The constitution provided that a member might 
change his beneficiary by surrendering his certificate to an officer of his 
lodge, who should forward it to an officer of the supreme lodge, and the 
latter should cancel it and issue a new certificate payable to the bene- 
ficiary designated. The member died in the interval between making 
the surrender and the issue of the new certificate 


Held, That the right to the new certificate attached upon the surrender of the 
old, and the new beneficiary was entitled to the benefit. Luhrs vs. Luhrs, 
170. 


7. CHANGE or BENEFICIARY.—The member complied with all the requirements 
of the by-laws of a benevolent society requisite to a change of the bene- 
ficiary, except the surrender of the certificate, which was impossible 
because it was wrongfully withheld from him by the original beneficiary. 


Held, That the law will not require impossibilities, and equity will consider 
that done which ought to be done, when the member has done all within 
his power. 

Held, That the compliance was sufficient to change the beneficiary. The 
right existed at the inception of the contract to change the beneficiary, 
and could not be defeated by the wrongful act of the latter. Isgrigg vs. 
Schooley et al., 226. 


8. ConstrucTION or ConTRACT AND oF By-Laws as To NoN-PAYMENT oF Dvrs.—The 
defendant, having held itself out to be a corporation, and having con- 
tracted with the plaintiff as such, held to be chargeable as a corporation. 

The contract of the defendant, in its nature one of life insurance, embraced 
the promise of the defendant to pay to the plaintiff a specified sum upon 
the death of her husband, who was a member of the defendant order, but 
with the express condition that he should comply with all the rules and 
requirements of the order. The plaintiff, suing on that contract, al- 
leged generally such compliance. The defense was that he had been de- 
linquent in the payment of dues and assessments particularly stated in 
the answer. Held, that the burden of proof as to such default was on the 
defendant. 

The members of the order were required, by its constitution, to pay specified 
assessments on the death of a member, for the maintenance of the bene- 
ficiary fund, and by neglect to make payment within a time specified, a 
member ipso facto forfeited his rights under the beneficiary contract. 
Held, that notice of such assessments made upon members must be given 
to them before they could be deemed to be in default for non-payment. 
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Peculiar provisions of the contract between the corporation and the assured 
member, found in its constitution and by-laws, construed as contemplat- 
ing that specified dues shall be payable ee at specified peri- 
ods, without notice, but that a member does not forfeit his rights under 
the contract of insurance merely by neglect to comply with this require- 
ment; that only by a formal suspension from the order for such cause are 
such rights forfeited. : 


It being contemplated by the constitution of the order that suspension shall 
not necessarily result from the non-payment of dues, the lodge being au- 
thorized to “‘ otherwise direct,” and in view of the general rule that such 
rights cf membership are not to be declared to be forfeited without no- 
tice or opportunity to be heard, held, that a declared suspension, ex parte 
and without notice, is ineffectual to terminate the obligation of the de- 
fendant under the contract. 


Erroneous findings of fact afford no ground for a new trial, where it is appar- 
ent that if such findings had been different the result would necessarily 
- been the same. Scheufler vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. of Minnesota, 

41. 


9. ConstRUcTION OF CERTIFICATE AS TO TITLE TO Wires’ Poricy.—The society 
known as the ‘‘ Ancient Order of United Workmen,” so far as it is en- 
gaged in the business of life insurance, must be treated in law as a mut- 
ual life insurance company. 


The certificate of insurance is to be regarded as a written contract, and, so 
far as it goes, itis the measure of the rights of all parties. 


It is the policy of the law to favor vested, rather than contingent, estates. 


A policy of life insurance is in the nature of a testament, and, although not 
a testament, in construing it the courts will so far as possible treat it 
as a will. 


Under a certificate providing that upon the death of a member the insurance 
shall be paid to his wife, and in case of her death to his children, the 
right to the fund vests in thesurviving wife immediately upon the death 
of the husband, and upon her death the fund passes to the administrators 
as a part of her estate. Chartrand et al. vs. Brace, 909 

10. EvipEnce as To DisTRIBUTION, RELATIONSHIP, AND NoTIcE oF ASSESSMENT— 
Non-2ayMENT OF Duss.—If the facts alleged in both of two defenses may 
be true, the defenses are not inconsistent. 

A decree of distribution made in administrative proceedings is not evidence, 
as against strangers, that the persons to whom the estate is assigned are 
heirs of the deceased. 


Relationship to a family of a particular person may be proved by one ac- 
quainted with it, and who knows that the person was recognized by it 
as a relative. 

The constitution of defendant construed, and held not to require that an 
assessment by a subordinate lodge upon the death of a member be entered 
in the minutes. Such assessment may be proved by parol. 


Testimony by the proper officer that he recollects sending notices to mem- 
bers of a particular assessment, as was his duty and custom to do, and 
that he believes he sent notice to all on this particular occasion, is evi- 
dence of sending notice to a particular member, although the officer 
cannot swear, positively and specifically, as to such member. 

Scheufler vs. This Defendant (Minn.), followed, to the effect that under de- 
fendant’s constitution a member cannot be suspended for non-payment of 
dues, except upon notice and an opportunity to be heard in opposition. 
Backdahl et al. vs. Grand Lodge A. O. of U. W., 459. 

11. Funps Exempt rrom Execution.—1. No part of the fund set.apart or appro- 
priated in accordance with the rules, regulations, and by-laws of either of 
the societies or associations enumerated in Gen. St. 1878, c. 34, § 368, or 
by any society or association similar thereto (section 369), to be paid over 
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to the family of a deceased member (unless the amount exceeds the sum 
of $5,000), can be seized or appropriated by legal process to satisfy a debt 
ee a member of the family, or from the society or organization 
itself, 


2. The Bankers’ Life Association,a corporation organized under the laws of 
this state for the purpose of life insurance upon the co-operative or assess- 
ment plan, is an association of the same character as those mentioned in 
said section 368, and its funds are exempt from execution to the same 
extent. Brown vs. Balfour et al., 501. 


12. INSUFFICIENCY oF ASSESSMENT— WAIVER OF Dvuxs AND LimiITaTION—EFFrEct or 
By-Laws.—The certificate of a benefit association stipulated for the pay- 
ment of $1,5v0, with the proviso that in case the result of an assessment 
failed to realize the face value, the beneficiary should accept such result. 
as payment in full. 


Held, That the burden of proof that the face value was not realized was 
upon the society, and the certificate is sufficient to support a judgment 
for $1,500 

Held, That, where it eee from the evidence that a less sum was realized, 
judgment should only be for such sum. 


The levy and appropriation of an assessment is evidence of a waiver of for- 
feiture for non-payment of previous dues. 


An amendment to by-laws by a meeting at which a member was not present 
is not binding on him, unless it is shown affirmatively that the meeting 
was called in conformity to the constitution. 


Denial of liability on the ground of forfeiture is evidence tending to show 
waiver of limitation in respect to time for furnishing proofs of death. 
Metropolitan Safety Fund Acc. Ass’n vs. Windover, 1004. 


13. Lopes as BEeNnEFicrary.—Plaintiff’s son became a member of one of the sub- 
ordinate lodges of defendant association, thereby becoming entitled to 
and receiving from defendant its certificate or policy of insurance, in 
which he designated his lodge as a beneficiary in case of his decease. 
The lodge, as well as defendant, were unincorporated voluntary associa- 
tions, for the mutual aid, benefit, and insurance of their members. Held, 
upon the death of the assured son, that the father could not be per- 
mitted to question the legal existence of the lodge, or its capacity to take 
as such beneficiary. Baconvs. Brotherhood of Railroad Brakemen, 741. 


14. Non-payment or Durs.—-Where the member of a benevolent society had 
forfeited his rights by non-payment of dues, payment of the dues to a 
collector after his death when not authorized nor received by the society 
will not waive the forfeiture. Brown vs. Grand Council Northwestern 
Legion of Honor et al., 370. 

15. Recovery Back or Duss. —The beneficiary under a benevolent certificate, 
who had no insurable interest, paid the dues for the insured without the 
knowledge of the society. 


Held, that the beneficiary, in an action brought during the life of the in- 
sured, could not recover back from the society the dues he had paid. 
Knights and Ladies of Honor vs. Burke, 1051. 


16. Ricurs or Mempers—Errect or AssicNMEntT.— Life insurance is not benevo- 
lence, whether contracted by a regular company or a benevolent associa- 
tion. It is undertaken for a stipulated profit, the continued payment of 
which is a continuing condition to its existence. 


The rights of persons claiming insurance arise out of and depend upon con- 
tract, and must be ascertained and fixed by contract, regardless of the 
character of the company, unless there are statutory provisions to the 
contrary. Even though the object of the company may be benevolent, 
that does not import a new meaning into the unambiguous terms of 4 
writing. The contract measures the rights of one party and the obligations 
of the other, and relief, if granted at all, must be according to its terms. 
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Assignment and substitution are not identical. Where substitution is not 
provided for in the contract, or in the by-laws, of record, of the insur- 
ance company or association, the insured has no interest to assign. 
When three beneficiaries are named, an assignment by the insured and 
one of them signifies nothing as to the insured, and the assignee acquires 
only a one-third interest in the policy, and the other two beneficiaries get 
their two-thirds. Block et al. vs. Val. Mut. Ins. Ase’n, 555. 


17. Ricuts or Wripow as BEeNnEFicrary.—A member of a benevolent association 
designated his uncle and aunt as beneficiaries, but afterwards married, 
which under the subsisting laws avoided the effect of the designation. 
Subsequent laws of the association provided that the fund should be 
paid first to the widow, etc., but that the member might designate any 
beneficiary provided he left half to his widow. 

Held, That the designation was void as it left nothing to the widow, and, as 
there was no sum designated which she should have, she was entitled to 
the whole. Sanger vs. Rothschild, 126-7. 


18. Rieur to Use or Name.—In Massachusetts the certificates of the com- 
missioner of insurance and the secretary of the communwealth are con- 
clusive as to the right of one fraternity corporation using a name 
similar to that of another, and the commissioner cannot be enjoined 
from granting a certificate on that ground, nor can the use of such 
name be prevented on the ground that it isa trade name. American Or- 
der of Scottish Clans vs. Merrill et al., 266. 


19. Susszquent By-Law 1n Cass or Coancep Ocoupation.—At the time the cer- 
tificate of membership was issued, H. was a car-sealer,but at the time of 
his death he was a car-coupler, and had been for about three months. 
He was fatally injured while engaged as coupler. At the time the certifi- 
cate was issued there was a by-law defining the occupations in which 
members might not engage, among which was that of car-coupler. Atiter 
the issuance of the certificate of membership the association adopted a 
new by-law excluding among other avocations that of car-coupler from 
benefits if death should occur from such avocation. The association 
contended that this new by-law was binding on H. 

Held, That such contention was not well founded. That the certificate was 
not forfeited; that the new by-law did not become part of H’s contract, 
and that the association was liable, there being in the original agreement 
no authorization of a material change in its provisions or conditions. If 
the asssociation wanted to bind members to its subsequent acts, it must 
so state specifically in the original contract. Hobbs ve. Iowa Mutual Bene- 
fit Ass’n, 434. 

. Trrte to Funp.—The by-laws of a benevolent society provided that in 
case of the death of the beneficiary before that of the member, the benefit 
should go to the heirs of the latter. The member and beneficiary died 
simultaneously. 

Held, That the heirs of the member were entitled tothe fund. Paden vs. Bris- 
col et al., 994. 

21. Trrte To Funp In ABSENCE or CrrtiricaTe.—The charter of a benevolent 
society provided that each member should be entitled to a certificate 
setting forth the amount of benefit and to whom payable. 

Held, that failure to take out such certificate would not defeat recovery where 
the prescibed object of the fund was to be paid to the families, heirs, or 
legal representatives of the members. 

Held, that the fund would go to those entitled to it, being here the family or 
the member. Bishop vs. Grand Lodge of the Empire Order of Mut. Aid of N. 

+» 360. 

22. Trrtz To Funp—Fravup as Drerens—E—Lecat Herrs—JvRIsDIcTION oF Equity. 
—Where a corporation is organized under a statute authorizing the forma- 
tion of corporations to accumulate a fund to be paid to the widows and 
children of deceased members, neither the corporation nor the member 
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can divert any part of the fund from those for whose benefit it was 
accumulated. 


Where the beneficiaries of a benevolent corporation are prescribed by law, 
it is an evasion of its policy, and a violation of its letter, to say that 
where.a member has named a person not within the class to be benefited, 
and the corporation has issued the certificate to such person, such acts 
shall deprive the proper person or class of persons of all right to, or in- 
terest in, the fund. 


A falsehood or fraud that does not result in legal injury can neither be made 
the foundation of an action nor the ground of a defense. 


The phrase “legal heirs,” used in one of the defendant’s by-laws, directing 
that in case a member makes no appointment of a beneficiary his benefit 
shall, on his death, be paid to his legal heirs dependent on him, should be 
construed to mean ‘‘next of kin.” 


Where there is a civil wrong there ought to be a remedy, and, if the law 
gives none, equity may take jurisdiction, in order that what is right 
may be done. Britton vs. Supreme Council of the Royal Arcanum, 660. 


23. TrrLE To Wrre’s Poticy—Construction or CertiricaTe.—A life certificate 
was made payable to the wife, and in case of her death to the children. 
The insured died, and shortly afterward, before the money had been paid 
to the wife, she died. Held, That upon these facts the right to the uncol- 
lected fund vested absolutely in the wife, and upon her death passed as 
part of her estate to her administrator, to be by him disposed of as other 
assets of the estate; the fact that the fund had not been paid over at the 
time of the death of the wife does not change the above. 


A certificate of insurance in a fraternal order is, in legal contemplation, a 
policy of life insurance, and to be construed as such; and the association, 
so far as it is engaged in the business of life insurance, must be treated 
in law as a mutual life insurance company. The certificate as a written 
contract is the measure, so far as it goes, to the rights of all parties. 


A policy of life insurance is in the nature of a testament, and although not a 
testament, the courts will, in construing it, treat it so far as possible as 
a will. Chartrand vs. Brace, 


24. Warver or AssEssMENT.—A request by the secretary of the company to pay 
an overdue assessment, coupled with an assurance that if paid the mem- 
bership would be continued, is a waiver of a requirement of certificate 
of health prior to re-instatement. 


Where insurance is effected in reliance on the assurance of the secretary in- 
forming a party that notices would be given of assessments. prior to for- 
feiture, the insured is justified in relying on such assurance until notified 
to the contrary, though the articles of incorportion provided that assess- 
ments must be paid when due, if such articles were not attached to the 
policy and were unknown totheinsured. Truevs. Bankers’ Life Ass’n, 197. 


25. WHEN a Lire Company—Evipence or Puaystcran—Servicy.—A mutual 
relief association organized in another state, conducting its business 
by lodges of its members in each locality, having no capital stock, whose 
funds are created by assessment, having for one of its objects the estab- 
lishment of a benefit fund from which payments of certain sums are to 
be made upon the death of members as they may direct, is an insurance 
company subject to the regulations governing such companies, and its 
benefit certificates are insurance policies. But a provision in the statutes 
excepting ‘‘ mutual relief associations ” from a certain liability applies to 
such an association. 

The evidence of two physicians impeached a statement in the application 
that no relatives were ever afflicted with hereditary disease. But the 
evidence of two members of the family contradicted that of the physicians. 

Held, that the evidence justified a finding in favor of the truth of the state- 
ment in the application. 
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Where the association voluntarily filed an answer and subjected itself to juris- 
diction, the question, whether a summons served on the secretary of a 
local council was sufficient to bring it within jurisdiction, was immaterial. 
Supreme Council of American Legion of Honor vs. Larmour, 828-9. 

26. WHEN Dues arE PayaBLE—AcTION AGarINsT IN CasE oF StToraGE.—Where 
lodge dues “‘accrue” weekly, it does not follow that they are paya- 
ble weekly. And where a member has for a long time paid quarterly, 
the provision that a brother in arrears for thirteen weeks shall not be 
entitled to receive benefits does not apply. 

Rules and by-laws are binding only on members, and a rule that benefits 
shall not be recoverable unless all the remedies inside the organization 
be first exhausted, and that prior resort to a civil court shall defeat the 
claim, is not applicable to a stranger. The lodge remedies are not open 
to him. Contracts made by such a lodge for the benefit of third parties 
must be enforced according to their terms and not according to the 
subsequent adjudication of the lodge. Strasser vs. Staats, 551-2. 


See AssEssMENT; Insanity 1; SurcrpE 2. 


BINDING SLIP. 


Notice OF CANCELLATION TO BROKER—PaRtTNERS.—Brokers applied for insurance 
of defendant, which was agreed to, and a binding slip given until the re- 
gular policy could be made out. Later in the day defendant sent a mes- 
senger to notify the brokers that it declined the risk, but their office was 
closed. The notice was duly given the next day, according to defend- 
ants not later than half-past one, according to the brokers about four 
o’clock. The fire occurred shortly after three. 


Held, That the slip must be construed as if it expressed that the insurance 
was under the conditions of the ordinary policy. 


Held, That where the policy provides that it may be terminated at any time 
upon notice and return of unexpired premium, and no premium has been 
paid, notice to the insured or their authorized agents is sufficient. 


Where the policy provides that any broker or other person than the insured 
procuring it shall be deemed the agent of the insured, and the policy has 
not been delivered. notice to the brokers is sufficient at any time before 
the happening of the fire. 

Whether the notice was ‘given prior to the happening of the fire was a question 
for the jury. 

Where the plaintiffs were partners doing business under a firm name, the use 
of the firm name instead of that of the individual partners in the 
proofs was not error. Their signature by one of the partners as treas- 
urer did not affect their validity; the word treasurer could be treated as 
surplusage. Karelsen et al. vs. Sun Fire Office, 44-45. 


BOILER. See Frne. 


BROKER. 


Nor Acent to Accepr CancetiaTion.—A broker who acts for the insured in 
procuring the policy does not thereby become its agent to accept notice 
of cancellation. 

Where the policy requires a tender of the unearned premium in case of can- 
cellation, it is not canceled by the payment to such broker of half the pre- 
mium and the delivery of a policy for half the risk in another company, 
where the insured refused to accept such payment and delivery. 

Nor will the final consent of the insured to retain the second policy, on mis- 
representations by the broker that the cancellation was effectual, waive 
strict compliance with the conditions of cancellation. Quong Tue Sing vs. 
Anglo-Nevada Assurance Corporation, 322. 


See AppiicaTion 13; Brypine Sure; CANCELLATION 1; OTHER INSURANCE 2. 
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BY-LAW. See Murvat Company; BENEVOLENT Soctrety. 


CANCELLATION. 

1, In Casz or Broxer.—The policy was procured by a broker for the insured 
from the regular agent. The premium was paid to the broker and by him 
to the agent. The company instructed the agent to cancel, who in turn 
wrote to the broker to attend to it, and sent policies in other companies 
with a request that he ask plaintiff to allow them to be substituted. 
The broker did not attend to the business, and the property burned with 
the insured in possession of the policy and ignorant of the wish to cancel. 

Held, That there was no cancellation. Scott vs. Sun Fire Office, 1053. 

2. Ricut tro—Where the policy gives to the insurer only the right of cancel- 
lation upon a return of a ratable portion of the epee no similar right 
exists on the part of the insured unless secured by statute. ; 

The Civil Code of California does not give the insured the right to a ratable 
proportion of the premium upon surrender of his policy unless surrendered 
for some of the reasons specified in the code. Josh. Hendy Machine Works 
vs. Am. Steam Boiler Ins. Co., 159. 


See Atrenation 2; Brnpine Sup; Broxer; Orner Insurance2; Poutcy 4. 


CAPITAL STOCK. 


Waar ConstTiruTes In Casz or Mutuat.—The possession of an advance premi- 
um fund of $200,000, of which $100,000 is invested in United States bonds. 
by @ mutual company, is not a compliance with the statute of Tennessee 
requiring a corresponding amount of paid-up cash capital similarly in- 
— on the part of foreign companies. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. House, 
133. 


See InsoLvency 2; Ora Notice. 


CARRIER. 


Ricut To Susroagation.—In the case of goods ae under bill of lading ex- 
os carrier from loss by fire, burden of proof of negligence is on 
plaintiff. 

When such bill of lading exempted from liability in case of goods usually 
carried on open cars, it was competent to show a custom to so carry 
compressed cotton. 


The insurer is entitled in such case to subrogation upon amen of loss to 
insured. Louisville § N. R. Co. vs. Manchester Mills, 704. 


CERTIFICATE. See Brenevotent Socrety; Proors or Loss 6, 13. 
CLERK. See Acent 8; OrseEr INsuRANCE 1. 
COAL-OIL. See Risx 3. 

CO-INSURANCE. See Conrarsvtion 2. 
COMMISSIONS. See Acent 7; InsuraBLE INTEREST 3. 
COMPROMISE. See Insotvency 3; Vacant 1, 


CONTRIBUTION. 


1. In Case or Scuevutep Pouicies.—The policy insured twenty-one different 
items, with specified sums opposite each, footing up to $90,000, and stated 
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that it insured ‘ one-sixtieth part of each of the above named sums, 
amounting in the aggregate to $1,500,” and was liable only to such pro- 
portion of the loss as the amount insured bore to the total of insurance. 
The total insurance was $60,000, and the loss $51,000. 

Held, That the policy was liable for one-fortieth of the loss. Indiana Ins. Co. 
vs. Hoffman, 1016. 

2. UnDER ScHEDULED Poricy—Co-mnsuRANCE.—The property was insured under 
several policies scheduled in twenty-one different items, with the pre- 
sumed valuation opposite each item. The total amount of insurance 
originally equalled the aggregate valuation, $90,000; afterwards $30,000 
of the insurance was cancelled. ‘The policy in suit insured $1,500, ‘‘ being 
1-60th part of each item.” 

Held, that the insured was not bound to maintain the full insurance or be a 
co-insurer for the balance. 

Held, that the policy was liable for its proportionate part of the total insur- 
ance at time of loss to the extent of 1-60th of each item, and not 
simply to 1-60th of the loss itself. Hoffman vs. Germania Ins. Co. et al., 165- 


See APPORTIONMENT; OTHER INSURANCE 4. 


CORN-SHELLER. See Risk 2. 


CORPORATION. See Evipence 1. 


CREDITOR. 


SURRENDER oF Poricy By, UNDER Mistake—Equity.—A creditor in order te be 
relieved of the burden of further paying premiums, surrendered a $6,000 
policy on the life of a debtor for a paid-up policy of $2,500. Unknown 
to the creditor or the company, the debtor had died ten days before. 

Held, That the contract was entered into under a mutual mistake of facts, 
and equity will grant relief by reinstating the creditor in her rights un- 
der the original policy. Reigel vs. Amer. Life Ins. Co., 338. 


See Action 3; Benevotent Socrery 2, 11; INsouvency 1; InsuraBie INTEREST 5; 
Onat Notice; Surcipe 2; Trruz 4; Wure’s Potricy 2. 


DEATH. 


Errect or Prior—OVvERVALUATION WHEN NOT FRAUDULENT.—Prior death of the 
insured will not defeat a claim on a policy payable to himself, his exe- 
cutors, administrators, and assigns. 


In order to avoid a policy an excessive valuation must be falsely made for 
the purpose of deceiving. German Ins. Co. vs. Read’s Ex’x, 86. 


See Proors or DEATH AND Proors or Loss, 


DESCRIPTION. 


1, Carriace Hous as Part or Dwextiinc.—The policy was on the “‘ one-story 
frame building and additions thereto with shingle roof, occupied by as- 
sured as a dwelling, * * including * * gas and water pipes and 
fixtures for heating and lighting as a part of the building.” In the rear 
of the main building were successively a laundry, a woodshed, and a part 
used as a carriage house and stalls, all under the same shingle roof and 
communicating by doors. Above the carriage house was the bedroom 
of the hired man, who was also a house servant, which was furnished 
like the rest of the house, and had gas and speaking- tubes connected with 
the rest of the building. 


Held, That the policy covered the carriage house. Hannan vs. Williamsburgh 
City Fire Ins. Co., 25. 
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2, Rerormation WHEN Erronzovus. —A policy of insurance insured buildings 
situated on section 31. Held, That, even if section 31 were inserted by 
mistake, the parties, intending the insurance to be on buildings upon 
section 32, no recovery can be had for a loss to buildings on the latter 
section without a reformation of the policy. Collins vs. St. Paul Fire 
§ Marine Ins. Co., 179: 


DISEASE. See Accrpsnt 8 
DIVIDEND. See Premium 1. 
DIVIDENDS. See Poticy 3. 


DUES. See BENEVOLENT Socrery. 


DWELLING. See Description 1; Vacant 1, 2. 
EMPLOYER. See Action 4. 
ENDORSEMENT. See Apprication 14, 
ENDOWMENT. See TitLE6. 

ENTIRE OR SEVERABLE CONTRACT. See Trrtz 9. 
EQUITY. See Arsirration 7; BENEVOLENT Socrety 22; CREDITOR. 
ESTOPPEL. See Suicrpz 3. 


EVIDENCE. 


1. As to Corporation,—A book found in the Maryland Insurance Commission- 
er’s office containing a document which purported to be a copy of the 
charter and by-laws of the company is sufficient evidence, under the 
Maryland laws, that the company is a body corporate; it appearing that 
it was carrying on business in Baltimore under the corporate name ; that 
it received applications and issued policies according to established forms; 
that it had a home office in New York City and an agency in Baltimore; 
that it had a president, secretary, and other officials, and that its poli- 
cies contained stipulations in reference to suits to be brought against it. 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Dempsey, 547. 

2. As To REPRESENTATIONS IN APPLICATION. —Where the agent of an accident in- 
surance company, after frequently conversing with a man partially deaf, 
solicits him to take euta policy, the insured can prove these facts, by the 
agent on cross-examination, to rebut the presumption that the company 
was induced to take the risk by the representation in the application that 
the insured was not subject to any bodily infirmity. ollette vs. U. 8 
Mutual Accident Ass’n, 135. 

3. Or Inroxication—Lerrers—New ty Discoverep.—Drinking three glasses of 
beer and looking as if he had been “drinking right smart,” and subse- 
goats falling from a window, is not competent evidence that a man was 

runk at the time of the accident when opposed by the negative evi- 
dence of others who saw nothing unusual about him and found no 
vomit on him. 

Evidence of prior attempts to jump from the same window, when under the 
influence of liquor, is not admissible and it is not error for the court to 
exclude it. 

It is not: error to refuse the reading to the jury of letters written by the 
plaintiff to the agent of the company. 
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Newly discovered evidence, which does not satisfy the court that it ought to 
procure a different verdict, is not sufficient to justify the granting of a 
new trial. Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Harvey, 411. 


4, Or Vatuation.— Where there is conflicting evidence as to the goodness and 
value of the goods burned and their location and condition, and where 
the jury gave verdict for the claimant, the appellate court in considering 
the evidence on a writ of error must reject the evidence of the insurance 
company which is in conflict with the evidence of the claimant and confirm 
the verdict below. Wytheville Ins. § Banking Co. vs. Stultz, 481-2 

5. Poticy as In Case or ALTERATION—Copy oF Proors—PREMIUM Nore 4s SEt- 
orr.--An answer that the policy sued on was not the one executed, be- 
cause it had been altered after delivery, is an admission of execution and 
does not require the policy to be offered in evidence by the plaintiff. 

The burden of proof in case of an altered instrument is on the objector to 
show that it was not made before delivery. 

Concurrent insurance in excess of the amount permitted will not work a for- 
feiture when taken out through the agent from whom the policy was 
procured, 

Where the only question is as to whether notiee and proofs were given, the 
admission of a copy as evidence is not prejudicial. In such case the in- 
troduction of a letter from the company to show that no objections were 
made to forms of proof is not prejudicial. 

A premium note, assessable by directors, will not support a claim of set-off 
where it was not shown that any assessment had been ordered. Hagan 
vs. Merchants § Bankers Ins. Co., 306-7 


See Accipent 1; Action 6; AcEnT 9, 13; Appuication 4, 9, 10; ArprrraTion 1, 5; 
ASSIGNMENT 4; BarLEE; BENEVOLENT Soctery 10, 25; InsuraBLE INTEREST 3; In- 
TEMPERANCE; MEASURE OF DaMaGEs 1; MortGaGE; PayMENT; Poxicy 3; Prac- 


TIcE2; Proors or DeatH; Proors or Loss 2; Surcipe1, 2; Titte1; Vacant 4. 


EXCESS. See Remsvurance 2. 
EXECUTION. See Benevotent Soctrety, 11. 
EXECUTOR. See Lecat ReprEsENTATIVES, 
EXPLOSION. See Poricy 2; Risx 3. 


FIRE. 


DaMacE From, IN CasE or Borter.—Damage to the interior of a boiler ofa 
steam-tug, occasioned by overheating from the furnace fires owing to ab- 
sence of water in the boiler, and not the result of fire outside the furnace, 
is not such damage as is contemplated under a policy of fire insurance, 
and the company is not liable therefor. American Towing Co. vs. German 
Fire Ins. Co., 402. 


FORECLOSURE. See Morteaceze 1. 


FOREIGN COMPANY. 


Reratiatory Law.—A statute of Maryland provides that the same prohibitions 
that are imposed by other states on the companies of that state shall be 
imposed on the companies of such other states, and a New York statute 
provides that the insurance commissioner shall have power to refuse ad- 
mission to a company of another state ‘‘ whenever, in his judgment, such 
refusal shall best promote the interests of the people of this state.” 
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Held, that the statute of Maryland is retaliatory, and the commissioner was 
entitled to exercise a similar discretion regarding the admission .of New 
York companies. Mandamus will not lie to compel the commissioner of 
Maryland to admit a New York company. Talbott, Ins. Com’r, vs. Fidelity 

. ¥ Casualty Co., 865. 


See GarnisHEE; Lex Loctr. 


FRAUD. 


(LiaBrity FoR ProsEcuTion By AGENT.—Where the insured under an accident 
policy had been paid the amount of his claim and was subsequently prose- 
cuted by the agent for obtaining money under false pretenses, the com- 

any is not liable for false imprisonment in the absence of evidence that 
— the prosecution. Travis vs. Standard Life § Acc. Ins. Co., 


See ARBITRATION 5; BENEVOLENT Society 22; Deatu; Insotvency 3; Practice 2, 


FREIGHT. 


Unutawrut Hyporuecation sy Master.—The insurance was ‘on advances 
against captain’s draft upon the freight of all kinds of lawful goods and 
merchandise laden, or to be laden, on board the good bark Buoni Amici.” 
The master obtained a loan, and hypothecated vessel and freight as se- 
curity. One of the conditions of the loan was that the master should not 
obtain any further loans. He did obtain a second loan on freight, and 
the defense was that this second loan defeated the policy. 

Held, That as this was done without plaintifi’s knowledge or consent the in- 
surable interest under the policy was not defeated. Plaintiff had one 
remedy against the captain or owner, and another against defendant on 
the policy. Cassa Marittima vs. Phenix Ins. Co., 443-4, 


FURNITURE. See Measure or DamaGEs 2, 


GARNISHEE. 


.J URISDICTION IN CasE OF ForEtGN CompanrEs.—In Rhode Island, where service 
of process is provided for by statute, jurisdiction may be asserted, and 
insurance companies of other states and countries doing business therein 
are chargeable with garnishee. 

Action directly against the company is not necessary, it can be compelled to 
come into an action against the claimant. 

In such a case, where no place of payment is specified in the contract, the 
money shall be deemed to be payable in the state. Moshassuck Felt-Mill 
vs. Blanding, 475. 


GAS. See Accent 2, 
HEALTH. See Appricarion 4, 

HEIRS. See Benevouent Soctety 22. 
HOUSE-MOVER. See InsuraBiz INTEREST. 
HUSBAND. See Apprication 6; [NsuBABLE INTEREST 2; TITLE 5. 
ILLEGAL INSURANCE. See UnavrHorizEp Company. 
INCREASE OF RISK. See Ris. 
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INCUMBRANCE. See Acznr 11. 


INSANITY. 


1._As Sickness rn Case or BenEvVoLENT Socrety.—Insanity is ‘‘sickness or other 
disability” within the meaning of the constitution and by-laws of a be- 
nevolent society requiring benefits to be paid in such case. McCullough 
vs. Expressman’s Mut. Ben. Asa’n, 983. 


2. Errect oF Fatse StaTEMENT aS TO.—Unless otherwise apparent from the 
context, the word “‘ insanity,”’ in statutes and contracts, means inability 
to reason and will intelligently. 


When a party makes unqualified statements in a contract, and therein stipu- 
lates that they are full, complete, and true, he stipulates for actual, ab- 
solute truth, and not for truth according to his belief or understanding. 


When a party stipulates in a contract that all his statements therein are ma- 
terial, and that falsity in any of them shall avoid the contract, the court 
cannot, without an enabling statute, pronounce any of them immaterial. 


In a life insurance contract, one of the statements by the assured, stipulated 
by him to be material and true, viz., that his brother never had insanity, 
was untrue. Held, that it avoided the contract. Johnson vs. Maine § N. 
B. Ins. Co., 1030. 


See Suicrpz 4, 


INSOLVENCY. 


1. Cram or CreprtTors IN CaAsE or ASSIGNMENT TO DavuGHTER.—A policy of life 
insurance taken out by a man in his own favor becomes part of his estate 
and subject to the claims of creditors precisely the same as his other 
property. Such a policy is ‘‘ property;” a chose in action. 

The assignment of such a policy to a daughter when a man is insolvent is 
illegal, and a fraud upon creditors; the distinction being clear between 
a policy taken out under statute law for the benefit of wife or children 
and one taken in one’sown name. Whether the creditors knew of the 
policy or not is not material; it is a part of the estate. 


A daughter living as an ordinary member of her father’s family, and without 
any express contract for hire or wages, has no special claim that such a 
policy is transferred to her for a valuable consideration. Jonia County 
Savings Bank vs. McLean et al., 439-40. 

2. Liapmiry ror PurcuassE or Stock or SotvenT Company By Insotvent.—The 
officers of a company already insolvent, borrowed the money necessary to ~ 
purchase the stock of a solvent company; then elected themselves directors 
of the purchased company, and made a contract of reinsurance with the 
purchasing company, under which the whole reserve of the former was 
transferred to the latter without security, and the money borrowed to 
purchase the stock was repaid out of the assets of the purchased company. 
In the agreement to purchase it was stated that ‘‘it is hardly necessary 
to say that the contract obligations entered into” by the purchased com- 
pany would be rigorously fulfilled in the same manner and to the same 
extent as if no change such as contemplated should take place. 

Held, That this was not a guaranty of future solvency, but an agreement 
that existing obligations should be as faithfully fulfilled as if there had 
been no transfer. 

Held, That the transfer of the reserve without security was a breach of con- 
tract which rendered’ the purchasers personally liable for losses resulting 
from the insolvency of the purchasing company. Mason vs. Cronk, 941. 

3. Ricuts or RECEIVER IN Casz oF Compromise Ciamms, Fravup, AND PRoors oF 
Loss—IntErEst.—In Vermont under existing statutes a receiver of an in- 
solvent corporation can maintain an action ¢ awen an insurance company 
and recover for a loss which occurred before the insolvency of the insured. 
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A compromise claim for $1,250, made by the president of the ineured corpora- 
tion before insolvency, does not bind the receiver who claims that the 
actual loss was more, when there is alleged fraud in the compromise, 
known to and participated in by the agents of the insurer. And the 
question whether the compromise was fraudulent should have been sub- 
mitted to the jury, as the receiver is not bound by it if fraudulent. 

Aclaim by the company, that repudiation by the receiver of the original 
proofs of loss made by the president deprives the receiver of the benefit of 
said proofs for any purpose, and that he cannot recover at all because it 
is now too late to make new proofs, does not apply to a case where the 
falsity of the statement was the result of fraud on the part of the insurer 
or its agents. 


Interest on an amount due from an insurance company cannot be recovered 
while the demand for the money in his hands is locked up by the trustee 
process, when the demand was not on interest nor attached, and the 
an has received no interest on the fund. Platt vs. Continental Ins. 

‘0., 530. 


See AssEessMENT 2; LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES; Morvat Company 2, 


INSURABLE INTEREST. 


1, Or HovsE-MovER—KNOWLEDGE oF AGENT.—One engaged in house-moving 
has an insurable interest in the building which he moves to the extent of 
the compensation which he may lose through its destruction before reach- 
ing its destination. 

Where the application is oral, oral evidence is admissible to show that the 
agent understood the character of the risk. 

An insurance of such interest, however, does not cover tools destroyed with 
the house. Planters’ § Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Thurston, 746. 


2. Or Huspanp In Property oF Wrire.—In Indiana, where a wife under the 
statute may acquire and control separate property as if unmarried, but 
may not convey or mortgage it unless the husband join in the conveyance, 
the husband has no insurable interest in the separate property of the wife 
during her life, and a policy issued to him will not be enforced. 

A complaint joining the wife’s name, without averring any interest in the pol- 
icy as to her, is bad on demurrer. Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Newman, 332 

3. Or MasTER on CoMMISsIONS—EVIDENCE OF UNSEAWORTHINEsS.— Under a policy, 
loss payable as interest may appear to M., M. must have an insurable 
interest in order to sue. 

M. had possession and ran the vessel on commissions, with the vessel as security 
for his advances. 

Held, That he had an insurable interest as charterer. 

When the vessel springs a leak immediately after sailing, in the absence of a 
sea peril it is presumptive evidence of unseaworthiness. 

Heavy seas are not a sea peril. The Gulnare, 184. 

4. Or StockHotpER—A stockholder in a corporation, though having neither 
the legal nor equitable title, has an equitable interest; and a stockholder 
in a steamship company has an insurable interest and may insure its 
specific property as a stockholder. Riggs vs. Commercial Mut. Ins. Co., 
107. 


5. Or Trustee or Creprror.—Shares in a vessel were conveyed to the agent of 
a creditor as security for a debt under a bill of sale to him as trustee, 
stipulating for reconveyance on payment of the debt. Afterwards the 
debtor died and the trustee took out a policy to himself, loss payable to 
whom it might concern, but in procuring it escribed himself as trustee. 


Held, That the administratrix of the debtor could not claim any interest in 
the insurance money. Burlingame vs. Goodspeed et al., 283. 


See Action 3; ASSIGNEE; ASSIGNMENT 2; BENEVOLENT SooretTy 2; FREIGHT. 
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INTEMPERANCE. 


CoNsTRUCTION aS TO—EVIDENCE oF PuHysictan—Proors oF Deatu.—Under the 
condition of the policy that in case the insured shall become so far in- 
temperate as to impair his health seriously and permanently, or to induce 
delirium tremens, it is not enough to work a forfeiture that he was a person 
who drank, even to the extent of impairing his health seriously, unless 
the impairment was permanent. 

Delirium tremens signifies that diseased condition of the brain said to be 
produced by the excessive and prolonged use of spirituous liquors, and 
instructions to that effect were not error. 

In Indiana the statute renders incompetent the testimony of a physician con- 
cerning his patients, and such testimony is properly excluded. 

The depositions of such physicians, taken by the claimant for the purpose of 
breaking the force of prior depositions of the same parties taken by the 
appellant, is not a waiver of objections to such witnesses. 

When a physician testifies to making out and forwarding to the company a 
proper certificate, and such certificate has been offered to the jury in 
evidence, the company cannot object that preliminary proofs of death 
are not shown to have been made to the company as a condition precedent 
to the bringing of the action. tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Denning, 524. 


See AcEnt 9. 


INTEREST. See Apprication 3; ARBITRATION 2, 6; INsoLvENcy 3. 


INTOXICATION. See Evmence 3. 


IRON SAFE. See Proors or Loss 4. 


JUDGMENT. 


ENFORCEMENT oF.—1. Where a general judgment is rendered against a mutual 
fire insurance company and its property generally, but the insurance 
company was doing two kinds of business, a first-class and a second-class, 
and the policy upon which the judgment was rendered belonged to the 
second-class business only, and the company at the time had no second- 
class assets, the judgment and a general execution issued thereon and 
following the judgment are valid, and may be enforced as to any property 
belonging to the insurance company. 

2. While a void execution or an execution issued upon a void judgment may 
be questioned in any court or anywhere, yet a valid execution following 
a valid judgment, through irregular, or issued upon an irregular judg- 
ment, cannot be questioned except in the court from which it was issued. 
Kan. Farmers Ins. Co. vs. Amick, 148-9. 


See Morvuat Company 3; Trrzz 4. 
JURISDICTION. See Arprrration 7; BENEVOLENT Socrery 22; GanNnIsHEE; 
Practice 1. 
KEEPING OR STORING. See Risk 3. 
LANDLORD. See Tenant. 
LEASE. See Morraacze 1. 


LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES. 


Wuo arz.—Though the strict legal meaning of “‘ legal representatives ” is ex- 
ecutors and administrators, that term may also be held to include heirs 
or next of kin when the object in view indicates ‘that such was the 
intention of the insured. 

Vol. XX.—69. 
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Where the insured was insolvent, having a wife and seven children, and held 
a paid-up policy payable to his a representatives,” the intention 
= be — to ae ag po it pore® e to his family where the circum- 
stances under which it was procured justifies this view. S K. Gris- 
wold vs. Allen C. Sayer et al., 317. . _— ies 


LESSEE. See Trrtx 7. 
LETTER. See Apprication 16; Evipence 3; Poracy 3. 


LEX LOCI. 


Or Contract By ForEiGN ComPpany—SuRRENDER VALUE ON DEFAULT IN PREMIUM. 
—The applicant was a resident of Missouri, and the application was 
signed in that state. It stipulated that the contract should not take effect 
until the first premium had been paid. ‘The policy, executed at the com- 
pany’s office in New York, was forwarded to Missouri and there delivered 
to the applicant, who paid the premium in Missouri. 

Held, That it was a Missouri contract, and governed by the laws of that state. 

A Missouri statute _ that a certain rule of commutations should be ap- 
plied in case of default in payment of premium, and the policy-holder 
should be entitled to the resulting surrender value. 

Held, That the insertion in the policy of a different rule, and in the application 
of a clause, by which the beneficiary purports to waive any other sur- 
render value whether required by the statute of any state or not, were 
ineffectual to nullify the statute. Equitable Life Ass’e Society of the U. 8. 
vs. Pettus, 961. 


See AppricaTion 9; TrrtE 11; UNautHorizEep Company 1. 
LIFE COMPANY. See BENEVOLENT Soctery 25. 


LIMITATION, 


1, Construction or.—A stipulation in a policy that action must be brought 
within twelve months after the loss is valid. 

‘Twelve months,” in the absence of legislative definition, means a year, 
twelve calendar (not lunar) months. Muse vs. London Ass’e Corporation, 515. 

2. Errect or ApsusTMENT.—It is perfectly lawful for a company to stipulate 
that all litigation with respect to its liability shall be commenced with- 
in aspecified period, but where an agreement has been arrived at be- 
tween the parties as to the amount to be paid, the six months’ limitation 
will not hold. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Dempsey, 547. 

3. Warver or.—Offers to pay a sum in settlement are not in themselves con- 
clusive proof of a waiver of the limitation clause, but can be considered 
as evidence from which a waiver may be inferred. It is not necessary to 
show a direct request to delay suit in order to establish a waiver. 
Allemania Ins. Co. vs. Peck, 921. 


See Action 5, 8, 9; BeNnEvotent Socrety 12, 


LOAN. See AGEnt 7, 


MALIGNANT PUSTULE. ' See AccrDENT 3. 


MAP. See AcEnt 13. 
MARKET VALUE. See Measure or Damaaes 1. 


MASTER. See*FreIcutT; InsuRaBLE INTEREST 3, 
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MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


1. EvmpENcE oF Market VatvuE—New Triat.—A contract for lumber to be cut 
in another state was not evidence of the market value of dry lumber at the 
place of fire. 


Motion for a new trial will not be granted in actions on contract on the 
ground of excessive damages under Rev. Stat. of Ind., 1881, § 559. West- 
ern Assurance Co. vs. Studebaker Bros. Mfg. Co., 64. 

2. VALUATION OF FURNITURE UNDER VALUED Poticy Law.—The Iowa statute pro- 
viding that, in case of a loss on a building insured, the sum stated in the 
policy shall be prima facie evidence of the value, and that the insured 
need only prove the loss of the building insured, does not apply to 
insurance on personal property. 


Where the insured property consisted of old or second-hand hotel furniture, 
having no fixed market value, the price for which it was offered by the 
owner is competent evidence for consideration by the jury in determining 
its value. Joy et al. vs. Security Fire Ins. Co., 734. 


See ApsustmsentT; AGENT 6; OTHER INSURANCE 4, 5; Poxicy 1. 


MEDICAL ATTENDANT. See Appricatron 10. 
MEDICAL EXAMINER. See ApPuicaTIon 2. 
MISTAKE. See Acent 8; Pontcy 4; Premium Nore 1. 


MORTGAGE. 


Parou EvipENceE as To.—One of the defenses being that the policy had been 
avoided by the putting of a ae on the property covered by the pol- 
icy by one of the assured, but there being no allegation in the answer 
that the property insured was not correctly described in the policy, parol 
testimony was not admissible to show that property not described was 
intended to be included, but was omitted from the policy by mistake, 
and, further, that its owner, one of the assured, had mortgaged the prop- 
erty thus omitted. Bromberg et al. vs. Minnesota Fire Ass’n, 454. 


See Action 3; AGENT 6; ALIENATION 2; TrTLE; UNAUTHORIZED Company 2. 


MORTGAGEE, 


‘1, Errect or Forectosure —R&crTEMENT oF LeAsE aS Warranty.—The pol- 
icy had the usual provisions in regard to title, encumbrance, etc., and 
was made to the owner, loss payable to mortgagee with the usual mort- 
gage clause attached. It was recited in the written portion that the 
premises were leased to W. & Co., when in fact they were not so leased. 
The statute of California provides that a statement in a policy of a matter 
relating to the person or thing insured, or to the risk, as a fact, is an 
express warranty thereof. Held, that ifin the entire policy and in the 
intention of the parties it can be perceived that such was not the inten- 
tion, such an expression will not be held to be an express warranty, and 
where there is doubt as to the construction to be given, the court will 
lean against that construction which imposes upon the assured the obli- 
gation of a warranty. 

Foreclosure and sale of property insured as above, the mortgagee bidding in 
the property, does not extinguish the debt due until the mortgagor’s 
right of redemption expires and the sheriff makes out the deed, and the 
company is still liable and must pay the mortgagee. National Bank of 
D. O Mills § Co. vs. Union Ins. Co., 633. 

2. Watver or AssIGNMENT BY AGENT.—The insured placed a mortgage on th® 
property, and, at his request, the agent indorsed on it loss payable to 
mortgagee, and the company made a corresponding entry in its books. 
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Afterwards the property was sold, and the agent, being applied to for an 
assignment of the policy, as continuing security to the mortgagee, said 
that it was unnecessary as the loss was already payable to him. 


Held, That the company was ——— from setting up the failure to assign 
the policy. Phenix Assurance Co. vs. Wachter, 839. 


See Tirtz 13. 


MORTGAGOR. 


RiGHTs oF RECOVERY By.—1l. A mortgagor’s right to recover in his ewn name 
upon an insurance policy, in which the loss, if any, is made payable to 
the mortgagee as his interest may appear, depends upon his having paid 
the debt, or having, in some other proper manner, satistied and discharged 
the incumbrance; or, possibly, he might recover by alleging in his com- 
plaiut, and showing upon the trial, that the mortgagee had consented to 
and authorized a recovery by him. 

- When an action is brought upon such a policy by the mortgagor against 
the insurance company, the mortgagee, and another person, to whom it 
is alleged in the complaint the mortgagee has sold and assigned the debt 
and the mortgage, it also being alleged in the complaint that the debt 
has been paid and the incumbrance satisfied, this court cannot presume 
as against the insurer, who alone answered, so far as is shown by the 
record, that the mortgagee and his alleged successor in interest were 
served with the summons, and were in default for want of answer when 
the case was tried below. 

. When the parties rested their case, defendant having offered no testimony, 
the court instructed and the jury returned a verdict for plaintiff. Held, 
upon an examination of the testimony as to the alleged sale and payment 
of the debt and assignment and satisfaction of the mortgage, that the 
instruction of the court was not justified. Graves vs. American Live-stock 
Ins. Co., 511-12. 


MUTUAL COMPANY. 


1. By-Law as To Risxs.—A by-law of a mutual company made subsequent to 
the policy excluded risks from the use of steam-threshers. The insured 
had received a copy ofthe by-law without objection. Insured had agreed 
in his application to be governed by the by-laws then existing, or any 
subsequent changes. 

Held, That he was bound by the by-laws. 

Held, That the members had power at their annual meeting to make such a 
by-law, where the statute and charter authorized the corporators, trustees, 
or directors to make necessary by-laws for the government of the officers 
and members, and conduct of the affairs; and the charter provided that 
the members at the annual meeting shall determine the limitation of single 
hazards. Bogards vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co., 1039. 

2. Errect or INsoLveNncy on Ricuts oF Poticy-Hotpers.—1. In a mutual fire in- 
surance company, organized under Laws 1881, c. 91, all the policy-holders 
are members during the term ofinsurance. The capital is made up of cash 
premiums and premium notes, and the latter are assessable in proportion 
to the amount of losses sustained. An adjudication of the insolvency of 
such an insurance company, and the judicial sequestration of all its prop- 
erty, fixes the date for ascertaining debts and claims against the com- 
pany, and the effect is to cancel the outstanding policies. 

2. Policies on which losses have not occurred are not debts or fixed liabilities 
of the company; and losses occurring after the appointment of a receiver 
to wind up the affairs of an insolvent mutual insurance company cannot 
be proved and allowed as claims against the company by the receiver. 

8. All the outstanding policies at the date of the sequestration of its assets 
must be deemed to stand on the same footing, and the policy-holders are 
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entitled only to the surrender value of the same. Taylor vs. North Star 
Mut. Ins. Co., 562. 


3. JUDGMENT IN CasE oF SEPARATE CxiassEs.—1. Under the provisions of chapter 
III, Sess. Laws 1875 (chapter 50a, Comp. Laws 1879), the business of each 
class of a mutual fire insurance company must be conducted separately 
and independently of the other, and in no case shall an assessment be 
made by the company or association upon the premium notes of one 
class to pay the losses or expenses of the other. : 


2. A general judgment, rendered upon a policy of insurance on property of 
the second class only, issued on November 7, 1883, by a mutual fire insur- 
ance company, under the provisions of chapter III, Sess. Laws 1875, 
(chapter 50a, Comp. Laws, 1879,) cannot be collected from the property 
expressly devoted by the statute to the payment of losses by the com- 
pany on property of the first class. Kansas Farmers Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 
vs. Amick, 838. 


See Acrent 6; AppiicaTion 6; Caprran Stock; TiTtE 12. 


NAME. See BEngEvo.ent Society 18. 
NEGLIGENCE. See AccIDENT 1; CARRIER; 


NOTARY. See Proors or Loss 6. 
NOTICE. See Brypine Sure; Orat Notice; Vacant 3. 


NOTICE OF LOSS. 


OxsJECTION TO.—A company cannot‘object that there was no allegation of notice 
of loss in the complaint, where it is alleged in the latter that all the con- 
ditions of the contract were performed. Nor, where the premium was 
accepted after the notice of loss, can it object that the notice was not 
that required by the policy. Emery et al. vs. Svea Fire Ins. Co., 959. 


OCCUPANCY. See Use; Vacanr. 
OCCUPATION. See Apprication 9; BENEVOLENT Socrety 19. 


ORAL CONTRACT. 


PAYMENT OF PREMtuM—AGENT’s AuTHORITY.—The complaint must state an in- 
surable interest in an action on a policy. 


An oral agreement with the agent for a policy, the insurance to begin at a 
certain date and in case of loss before the delivery of the policy, the 
amount of the loss to be paid, a specified premium to be paid on delivery 
of the policy, was a completed oral contract of existing insurance prior 
to the execution and delivery of the policy. 


In an action on such an oral contract the insured must prove a payment or 
tender of premium before he will be entitled to recover. 


The question of the agent’s authority to contract was properly left to the 
jury where there was evidence that the insured was ignorant of any 
limitations on his authority. Hardwick vs. State Ins. Co., 751. 


ORAL NOTICE. 


Wauart 1s SurFicleENt—-TRANSFER OF Stock.—*In Alabama oral notice to the custo- 
po sar of the books of the corporation is sufficient notice of an attachment 
of stock. 


A transfer of stock as collateral security, which is not registered onthe books 
of the corporation, and no demand is made for transfer until after a levy, 
passes no title in that state as against bona fide creditors. Abels vs. 
Mobile Real Estate Co., 848. 
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OTHER INSURANCE. 


1, AuTHority or AGENnT’s CLERK.—A mere clerk employed by the agent to fill 
out and issue policies is not authorized to waive a policy provision 
requiring consent to other insurance to be endorsed. aldman vs. North 
British § Mercantile Ins. Co., 353. 


2, ConsTRUCTION OF PROVISION—AUTHORITY OF AGENT—BROKER —CANCELLATION. — 
A policy for $1,000, on property already insured for $3,000, contained the 
following provision: ‘ Total concurrent insurance $4,000.” Subsequently 
other insurance to the amount of $1,000 was procured. 


Held, That the provision referred to the total insurance then existing, and 
the subsequent policy was other insurance without consent. 


Insured wrote to a soliciting agent of several companies asking insurance, 
not designating the company or fixing rates. The insurance was procured 
by him from the regular agent of a company with which he was not 
connected. 


Held, That in procuring the policy he acted as a broker and agent of the in- 
sured. But with its procurement his agency ceased, and notice to him of 
cancellation was not notice to the insured. 


Held, That he was the agent of the company, simply to receive and remit the 
premium, and had no authority to consent to other insurance. 


Held, That a promise by an agent to consent to other insurance, long before 
the issue of the policy, is not a consent by the company. ast Texas Fire 
Ins. Co. vs. Bium et al., 967. 


3. Notice to AGENT’s Soticrtor.—The agent of a company who was authorized 
to grant permits for other insurance, employed a solicitor to procure busi- 
ness for him on commission, the solicitor having a desk in the agent’s 
office. The policy which was procured by the solicitor provided that 
only persons commissioned by the company should be considered its 
agents in any matter pertaining to the insurance; also that the company 
should be notified in case of other insurance. 


Held, That the solicitor was the employe of the agent, and not a broker, and 
notice to him of other insurance was sufficient compliance. Arff vs. Star 
Fire Ins. Co., 112. 


4, Ornat Consent oF AGENT—ConTRIBUTION— MEasuRE oF DamaceEs. —The policy 
in suit provides that the insured must. obtain the written consent of 
the company for all additional insurance on the property insured or 

‘ he shall not recover in case of loss, and further provides that ‘‘ the use of 
general terms or anything less than a distinct specific agreement, clearly 
expressed and indorsed on the policy, and signed by a duly-authorized 
agent of the company, should not be construed as a waiver of any printed 
condition of the policy, and no notice to, and no consent or agreement 
by, any local agent should affect any condition of the policy, until such 
consent or agreement is indorsed thereon.”” The insured subsequently 
procured further insurance, of which the local agent was notified and 
orally consented thereto: but such agreement was not indorsed on the 
policy. The property was destroyed by fire. Held, That the notice to 
and the oral consent of the local agent did not bind the company, and 
that the additional insurance, obtained without the written consent 
stipulated in the policy, rendered the policy void. 


In an action on a policy containing a provision that, in case of other policies, 
the insured shall recover no greater proportion of the loss than the sum 
insured by the policy bears to whole amount of the policies, it was ad- 
mitted that there was other insurance on the property, amounting to 
$900, and there was before the jury testimony tending to show that the 
entire loss was less than the whole amount of insurance. Held, That it 
was error to instruct the jury that the measure of damages was the market 
value of the goods destroyed. German Ins. Co. vs. Heiduk et al., 206. 
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5. WAIVER BY AGENT AND ApsusTER—MEasuRE oF DamacEs.—An agent of an in- 
surance company authorized to take risks and issue policies is empowered 
to waive by parol a condition in a policy issued by him. 


In an action against an insurance company for damages for loss by fire, it 
was shown that there was, within the knowledge of the plaintiff, a con- 
dition in the policy to the effect that the insurance company should not 
be liable for loss, if there was any prior or subsequent insurance, whether 
valid or invalid, without the written consent of the company endorsed. 
There was evidence that the plaintiff, shortly before taking out addi- 
tional insurance in other companies, mentioned such intention to the . 
company’s sub-agent, who had issued its policy to plaintiff, and he said 
it would be all right. The court told the jury, in effect, that this was a 
waiver, and they so found: Held, no error. 

Where, after a fire, the — of an insurance cempany joins the agents 
of other companies in their efforts to adjust the loss, requires the produc- 
tion of the books and invoices, or duplicates in case of their destruction, 
and objects to settling only on the ground that he cannot agree with the 
insured as to the amount of loss, the company represented by such ad- 
juster is estopped from insisting on a forfeiture by reason of the breach 
of any of the conditions relating to additional insurance. 

If the acts of the adjuster were, in effect, a waiver of the condition, the de- 
fendant could not complain of the refusal of the court to submit an issue 
of notice of the additional insurance. 

It is not error to refuse to consider written requests for instructions, unless 
presented to the court at or before the close of the testimony. 

The measure of damages is the fair cash value of the property destroyed at 
the time and place of its destruction. 

The fact that a witness, who was present at a conversation had between the 
plaintiff and defendant’s agent, was not called to contradict the plaint- 
iff, though present in court assisting defendant in the trial, is a 
legitimate subject for counsel’s comment. W. F. Grubbs et al. vs. North 
Carolina Home Ins. Co., 784. 


See Barz; Trrte 1. 
PAROL CONTRACT. See Acent 2, 4; AsstcnMeEnt 3, 
PARTNER. See Brnprine Sire; Trrzez 1, 4, 8. 


{PAYMENT. 


Surricrent Party anp Evipence,—Where the policy authorized the payment 
to the personal representatives, husband or wife, or relative by blood or 
marriage, and provided that a receipt signed by any such party should 
be conclusive evidence of payment, an affidavit setting up payment to 
the mother of insured and her receipt is sufficient to prevent judgment. 
Pfaff vs. Prudential Ins. Co., 1046. 


See Premium; Premicm Nore 3, 4. 
PHYSICIAN. See Apprication 9; BENEVOLENT Socrety 25; INTEMPERANCE, 


PLEADING. 


1, APPLICATION 1N.—-When an affidavit of defense is necessary and insufficient, 
such affidavit when relying on an application, must state that the applica- 
tion was attached to the policy as required by the Pa. Act. of May 11, 1881. 

Such applications must be attached to all policies by Pa. companies, no matter 
where the party or property insured may be located. Hebb et al. vs. 
Kittanning Ins. Co., 368. 
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2. TrtLE—Proors or Loss—ANSWERS IN AppiicaTion.—An allegation ‘that the 
laintiff was the owner of the property destroyed sufficiently alleges that 
© was unconditional owner of the real estate. 


Where the omnes shows performance of the required conditions, it is a 
sufficient allegation of performance. 


An allegation of written notice as by the policy required is sufficient allega- 
tion that proofs were furnished as required. 


Answers in the application as to the age and value of building are mere ex- 
pressions of opinion though the application isa warranty. Phenix Ins. 
Co. ve. Wilson, 73. 


See Accripent 5; Action; AppLicaTION 7, 11; InsuRABLE INTEREST 2; NOTICE oF 
Loss; Premium 1; SEAWORTHY. 


POLICY. 


1, APPLICATION as WaRRANTY—MEasuRE oF DamMaGEs—WatcHMAN.—When the 
application is sp by the policy to be part of the contract, there 
must be clear proof of fraud to make it otherwise. 

The measure of damages in case of stock in the hands of the manufacturer is 
the fair market value at the place of destruction. 


The watchman clause must have a reasonable construction. Geo. W. Parrish 
vs. Va. Fire § Marine Ins. Co., 95. 


2. ConsTRUCTION 4s TO UsE, EXPLOSION, AND DEMAND FOR PaYMENT BerForeE AcTION. 
—1. A fire insurance policy covered a building ‘‘occupied by assured as a 
dwelling-house,” and provided that, ‘if the risk shall be increased from 
any cause whatever, within the knowledge of the assured, * * * the 
company shall not be liable therefor.” Held, That the phrase ‘‘ occupied 
by assured as a dwelling-house,” was not a warranty, but was mere mat- 
= of description, and a lease of part of the building did not avoid the 
policy. 

2 A provision in a fire insurance policy that the company shall not be liable 
‘*for loss in case of fire happening by any insurrection, * * * nor explo- 
sions of any kind whatever, within the premises, nor by concussions 
merely,” does not exempt the company from liability for loss by a fire 
caused by the explosion of a lamp. 


3 A clause in a'policy that “ payment of loss shall be made ninety days after 
complete proof and adjustment thereof at the office of the company in K.” 
does not require a demand for payment at the company’s office at K. 
before suit can be brought. Heffron et al. vs. Kitlanning Ins. Co., 287. 


3. DrvipENDs as WAIVER oF PREMIUM By AGENT—EVIDENCE OF VALUATION—LET- 
TER AS EviDENcE.—The agents of an insurance company, whose policy was 
about to expire, sent plaintiff a blank application for renewal, request- 
ing him to sign and return it, and saying that the amount of the divi- 
dends due him on the old policy one be credited, and a statement 
thereof sent him. Plaintiff received the new policy, which bore on its 
face a receipt for the amount of the cash premium. The promised state- 
ment was not sent, nor was any claim made for payment of the cash pre- 
mium. In an action on the policy plaintiff testified that he did not know 
how much was due as dividends, and that under the old policy it had 
been the custom for defendants to send him a statement of the premium 
due and the amount of the dividends to be credited thereon, and draw on 
him for the balance. Held, that it was proper to leave to the jury the ques- 
tion whether the premium had been paid, or payment had been waived. 


The fact that a policy of insurance bore upon its face a receipt for the cash 
premium was prima facie evidence that the premium had been paid. 

In a suit upon a policy of insurance, plaintiff having actual knowledge of the 
cost of the property and its worth, his testimony as to its value is com- 
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petent, notwithstanding his admission that it was partly based upon the 
estimates of experts. 


In an action on an insurance policy, a copy of a letter, in the letter-book of 
defendant’s agent, addressed to plaintiff, notifying him of the cancellation 
of his policy, and purporting to be written by a clerk who does not tes- 
tify, is properly excluded when there is no evidence that it had been di- 
oo or mailed ; especially so when plaintiff denies receiving any such 

etter. 


Judgment will not be reversed because leading questions were permitted, in 
the absence of a palpable abuse of discretion by the trialcourt. Whiting 
vs. Mississippi Val. Mut. Ins. Co., 822-3. 


4, Resection or, THRovGH MisTake.—Insurances for equal amounts were taken 
out in five companies on the same property. The premiums were paid 
on three of these policies and on the other two they were not paid. The 
claimant was afterwards frequently dunned for the amount of the two 
premiums due, and finally refused to pay and threw out two policies to 
his broker to return to the companies. Tieonah mistake or ignorance he 
threw out two that had been paid for. Broker explained the mistake to 
the two unpaid companies, agreed upon cancellation and promised to ex- 
change the policies and get the right ones and surrender them. Before 
this was accomplished the property burned and suit was brought on one 
of the unpaid policies. 

Held, That the intention of the insured was to give up the two unpaid poli- 
cies and not the two that he really did throw out, and that there was no 
recovery upon the policy sued on. Samuel VonWien vs. Scottish Union & 
National Ins. Co., 519. 


PRACTICE. 


1, Jurispiction —Frnat Deciston.—In an admiralty case, where the amount in 
actual dispute does not exceed $5,000, the United States Supreme Court 
will not assert jurisdiction. This appeal was dismissed for want of juris- 
diction. 


While no affirmation of the decision of the circuit court is pronounced, that 
decision would appear to be final, and is as follows: The insurance was 
on the cargo of a canal boat, the loss occurred through the alleged care- 
lessness of the owner or his servants ; the company paid and became sub- 
rogated to the rights of the insured and brought suit to recover from the 
owner of the boat. The circuit court gave the company a decree for 
$6,175.89 and interests and costs. The Sydney, elc., et al. vs. Providence- 
Washington Ins. Co., 447. 


2. RELEVANCY oF QuEsTIONS—EvIDENCE—FaLseE SwEARING.—Questions which 
have no bearing on the issue, or a very remote one, and which are calcu- 
lated to prejudice the minds of the jury, ought to be excluded. 


Questions which, standing isolated, are irrelevant, ought to be excluded; 
but if counsel, on their responsibility as such, should state that they 
expect to follow them up by testimony of the same witness or others, 
which will connect them with the case, and show them to be relevant, the 
court, in its discretion, may allow them to be asked, subject to being 
ruled out if not so connected. Where there is no promise or intimation 
by counsel that such further and connecting testimony will be adduced, 
there is error in excluding such irrelevant questions. 


Where the evidence, and not the facts proved, is certified to this court, the 
tule, very often announced, is that the judgment will not be reversed 
unless, by rejecting all the parol evidence of the exceptor which conflicts 
with that of his opponent, and giving full force and credit to that of the 
adverse party, the decision of the court below still appears to be wrong. 

It is not necessary, in order to support a verdict for the plaintiff, that he 
should prove all the matters set out in the ‘‘statement’”’ filed in connec- 
tion with the declaration, under section 62, c. 125, Code, but only so much 
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thereof as is necessary to sustain the essential averments of th 
declaration. 


No false swearing by the plaintiff, no matter what his intent, perpetrated 
after the writ was issued, can change the rights of the parties or affect 
the verdict, a the policy contain a clause of ferfeiture, in case the 
assured make any false affidavit with intent to defraud the company. 
Deitz vs. Providence- Washington Ins. Co., 673-4. 


See Action; MEASURE oF DamaGEs 1, 


PREMIUM. 


1, ALLEGATION 4S TO PLANS OF APPORTIONING DIVIDENDS IN CASE OF SURRENDER 
VaLUuE— ACCOUNTING IN Equity In CasE oF NON-PAYMENT OF PremMIUM—RE- 
scission.—The complainant, to ascertain the surrender value of a policy, 
alleged that the methods employed by the company for the distribution 
of surplus failed to award to the complainant his equitable proportion. 

Held, That an allegation that complainant agreed to ratify any plans adopted 
for an equitable distribution was not a sufficient answer, since the issue 
was whether the plan secured an equitable proportion. 

Held, That, where the policy by its terms is void for non-payment of premium 
when due, the policy-holder is not entitled to an accounting in equity. 

Held, That, where the policy-holder has been insured for a term of years at a 
less premium than would be required if his insurance matured at the end 
of the term, the company cannot be put back in its original position, and 
the insured cannot claim a right to rescission on the come of fraud as 


justification for non-payment of premium. Kellner vs. Mutual Life Ins. 
Co. of N. Y., 298 


2. Prospectus as WaIvER oF PayMENT.—Where it is expressly provided that the 


premium on a life policy shall be paid on or before a certain day, and in 
default thereof the policy shall be void, the non-payment on that day 
works a forfeiture. 


An advertising pamphlet which set forth among other things that the com- 
pany allowed thirty days grace does not change the contract in the pol- 
icy, even when it is pleaded that such advertisement influenced a person 
(having the money with which to pay the premium) to delay two days 
beyond the time when it was due. The failure to pay on or before the 
day when due was fatal. Fowler vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 559. 


3. Non-PAYMENT IN CasE oF DEaTH—PromisE By AGENT.—The policy stipulated 
that the premiums should be paid quarterly, and if not paid when due 
and in the life-time of assured the policy should cease; that the acceptance 
of an overdue premium should not be deemed a waiver as to any future 
premium; and that no person except the president and secretary acting 
together could make or alter contracts or waiver forfeitures. The agent 
had previously accepted three overdue premiums, and agreed to accept 
a fourth if paid before a certain date. Prior to that date, however, the 
insured died, with the premium unpaid. 


Held, That the policy was void. The promise of the agent to receive it was a 
mere nudum pactum and not a contract, for there was no consideration. 

Held, That no inference that the company would accept an overdue premium 
after the death of the insured can be drawn from the acceptance of the 
previous premiums. Lantz vs. Vermont Life Ins. Co., 584. 


4, Renewa In Case or Non-PAYMENT—WAIVvER BY AGENT.—The policy provided 
that the company should not be liable by virtue of the policy or any 
renewal thereof until the premium was actually paid. The insured asked . 
the agent about ten days before the expiration of the policy to attend to 
the renewal, and said he would do so. No premium was paid or tendered, 
and no renewal was executed or demanded until after the fire, nearly six 
months later. 
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Held, That the prepayment of premium had not been waived by the. agent,. 

: and the company could not be compelled in an action in equity to issue 
a renewal. Zigler vs. Phoenix Ins. Co., 748. 

5. WHat 1s PAYMENT IN CasE or AGENT —The certificate on the life of an agent 
stipulated that it should not be binding until first payment had been 
made. As'to whether such payment was made the evidence was conflict- 
ing. There were open accounts which were loosely kept, and on one 
occasion the company had remitted an over-payment on another account, 
though it had written repeatedly to the agent to remit balances includ- 
ing the payment in question. 

Held, That there was evidence which would sustain a finding of payment or 
waiver. 

The certificate required payment within thirty days of notice. 


Held, That payment within that time, though after the death of insured, was 
sufficient. 


The secretary and general manager is not an agent within a policy provision 
forbidding agents to make or alter contracts, waive forfeitures, and 
extend credits. Bankers’ § Merchants’ Mutual Life Ase’n vs. Stapp, 51. 


See AccrpentT 7; Action 4; AGENT 3,9; AssEsSMENT; BENEVOLENT Socrety; Lex 
Loct; Orat Contract; Ponicy 3; Resare; UNauTHorizED Company 1. 


PREMIUM NOTE. 


1. Liasmity on, IN CasE oF AGENT’s MistaxE.—An applicant for an insurance 
and an insurance company entered into an agreement for the insurance: 
against fire and iightning of several articles of property. The applica- 
tion for the insurance was drawn up by an agent of the company, and 
signed by the applicant; but, through a mutual mistake of the parties, 


some of the articles to be insured were omitted. The applicant gave 
two promissory notes to pay for the insurance ; but, through a like mis- 
take, the amounts of the notes were made sufficient only to pay for the 
insurance on the articles actually included in the application, and not 
sufficient to pay for the insurance of all the articles. Afterwards an in- 
surance policy was issued in exact accordance with the terms of the 
application, and several weeks thereafter it was tendered to the applicant, 
who refused to receive the same, upon the ground that the aforesaid omit- 
ted articles were omitted from the policy. The agent offered to issue a 
new and separate policy for those omitted articles, or to insert them in 
the policy already issued; but the applicant refused, and the agent re- 
tained the policy. The applicant, however, never demanded or asked for 
a return of his notes, or for a rescission of the contract. Afterwards the 
the notes became due, and the insurance company sued the applicant 
thereon. Held, that the action may be maintained. Pierce vs. Home Ins. 
Co. of New York, 350. 

2, Non-PAYMENT oF—WalvER oF Proors.—The policy stipulated that the pre- 
mium note should be accepted as payment only until its maturity; that, 
if then unpaid, the policy should be void while it so remained, and on 
subsequent payment should be in force from the time of such payment. 

Held, that when the note was due and unpaid at time of loss, a subse- 
quent tender would not render the policy liable. 


Held, that a plea that the note was accepted as absolute payment by a 
verbal agreement is demurrable as contravening a written contract. 

Held, that notice of the maturity of the note was not necessary in order 
to a forfeiture of the policy. 

Held, that a failure to demand proofs of loss or furnish blanks is not a 
waiver of proofs. Continental Ins. Co. vs. Dorman, 119-20. 

3. PartraL Payment.—The policy provided that in case of failure to pay the 
premium note at the time specified, it should remain null and void dur- 
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ing the time the note remained unpaid, but the payment of the note 
should revive the policy and make it good during the balance of the term. 

Held, Thata partial payment of the note would not revive the policy. Carlock 
vs. Phenix Ins. Co., 953. 

4. Trriz or AGzent—As Payment.—The insured executed a premium note for 
the first premium, but blunders had been made in the preparation of the 
application which had been corrected, and the insured desired to return 
the policy and cancel the note. The agent declined. The latter was 
authorized to endorse such notes only for collection, which he did, and 
deposited in the bank. The note was dishonored. 


Held, That if after that, if the company turned the note over to the agent, 
and charged him with it, treating him as the owner, that would be suffi- 
cient to clothe the agent with title in an action against the insured to 
recover on it. 


Held, That the delivery of the policy was a good consideration for the note, 
though it provided that a failure to pay the premium when due should 
render it void, and that the one of anote should not be construed as 
payment. Marskey vs. Turner, 893. 


See Evipence 5, 


PROCESS. See Service. 


PROOFS OF DEATH. 


Cause oF DeatH—EvipEnce.—A policy provision, requiring satisfactory proofs 
of death to be furnished, does not require that the cause of death should 
also be stated. 

When the cause of death was voluntarily furnished by the guardian of the 
beneficiary, in the shape of an attending physician’s certificate, it is an 
admission that the statement in the certificate as to the cause is true, 
and such certificate is not incompetent as evidence under a statute for- 
bidding the physician to disclose information acquired in his professional 
capacity. 

But the beneficiary when an infant is not bound by such voluntary adinission 
of his guardian where the cause of death is excepted from the risks for 
which the company is liable. 

Held, That where such certificate is not required by the policy or the by-laws 
of the company, evidence is inadmissible to prove a usage in that respect 
of which there is no evidence that the insured had knowledge. 

The records of a city board of health are not evidence in such case as to the 
cause of death. Buffalo Loan, etc., Co. vs. K. T. § M. Mut. Aid Ass’n, 998. 


See INTEMPERANCE. 


PROOFS OF LOSS. 


I. Errect or Detay—Incuustve or OrHEeR Property—Correction A¥TER VER- 
pict.—Where the policy does not provide that failure to furnish proofs 
shall work a forfeiture, and where there is no limit as to the time in 
which szit must be brought, the delay in furnishing proofs beyond the 
thirty-day requirement only postpones the right of action, it does not 
void the policy. 

Agent instructed claimant to make a list of articles burned, and she included 
clothing of her husband and of an adopted son. If no fraud was in- 
tended, the policy is not invalidated. 

It is competent for the jury to take to the jury-room papers which contain 
exhibits fully proven and concerning which there is no dispute. It was 
not error to permit the jury to take the list of articles claimed for, the 
policy and the application. 
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Wearing apparel of an adopted son to the amount of $25, was scheduled 
among the articles claimed for. As the loss without this amount ex- 
ceeded the insurance, it was held that the company was not prejudiced. 


Insurance on dairy and contents was $50. Only $1.37 of loss was proved on 
this item, but the jury in the trial court gave verdict for the full amount. 
Held, that the case need not be reversed for that reason, but that the 
company is entitled to a correction which shall reduce the sum to the 
actual loss proved. Tubbs vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co., 463. 


2. EvIDENCE AS TO TIMELINESS OF—WAIVER OF SuFFIcIENCY.—By comparison of 
the allegation of the complaint in an action on a fire insurance policy, as 
to the date of the loss and the date of furnishing proot of loss, with the 
provision of the policy as to the time within which such proof should have 
been furnished, it appeared that it was furnished one day too late. Held, 
that the objection to the admission of any evidence in the case on the 

ound that the complaint failed to state a cause of action, the evidence 
| ae plenary that proof of loss was seasonably furnished, was not suf- 
ficiently specific to call the attention of the court to the defect. 


Where the insurer, in response to notice of loss, sent to the insured a blank, 
apparently designed to be used in making proof of loss, and the insured 
so used it, filling it up with all particulars of the loss of which the blank 
admitted, and sent it to the insurer, who returned it without objecting 
to its sufficiency, the insurer will be held to have waived the objection 
that it was not itemized with the detail required by the policy. Brom- 
berg et al. vs. Minn. Ase’n, 454. 


3. Faruure To OssEct To as WaIvER.— When there are defects in the proofs of 
loss, whether formal, substantial, or, indeed, in any respect, which could 
have been supplied if specific objections had been made thereto by the 
underwriters, a failure on their part to object to the proofs on that 
ground, or to pvint out the specific defect, or call for information omitted 
within a reasonable time, is considered a waiver, however defective, 
informal, or insufficient such proofs may be. Peet vs. Dakota F. § M. 
Ins. Co., 253. 


4, Irnon-sare CLavsE—Booxs or Recorp.— Where the iron-safe clause stipulated 
that the insured should produce the inventory, or in the event of failure 
the policy would be void, and the insured exhibited the inventories to 
the adjuster ten days after the fire, but they were afterwards lost and 
their contents at the trial proved by oral testimony. 


Held, That if lost through no fault of his own, there had been sufficient com- 
pliance. 


The insured stipulated to keep books or a record showing all business trans- 
acted, including purchases and sales for cash and on a credit, under pen- 
alty of forfeiture. 


Held, That books so kept that it was impossible to obtain any satisfactory 
idea of the goods on hand and destroyed was not a compliance, and there 
could be no recovery. Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Wilkerson, 48. 


5. MissTaTeMENTS IN APPLICATION, AND Dent oF LiaBriity as WAIVER OF PROOFS 
AnD LimrratTion.—Misstatements in application as to age, stovepipes, and 
size of house, when a warranty, are waived by the company with knowl- 
edge of the fact allowing successive proofs of loss to be furnished and ob- 
jecting to them on grounds of form. 

A denial of liability is a waiver of a clause allowing the company ninety 
days in which to adjust and settle the loss, and of further proofs of loss, 
and suit may be begun within ninety days. German Ins. Co. vs. Gibson, 248. 


6. Norary’s CertrricaTe.—The policy required that a certificate of actual loss 
without fraud should be furnished by the nearest notary. The code of 
California requires that in case of refusal of such party to furnish it, 
reasonable evidence should be furnished to the company that it was not 
refused on account of just grounds of disbelief in the facts to be certified. 


SSS Pes 
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Held, That when the nearest notary refused, because he was in the employ 
of the company, it was not necessary to furnish to the company evidence 
that he was in its employ. Noone vs. Transatlantic Ins. Co., 776. 


“7. ReasonaBLE Time.—The policy required a particular account of the loss to 
be rendered as soon as possible. 


Held, That, where the property was insured for over $46,000 in twenty differ 
ent companies, a delay of two months in rendering a particular account 
would not be held unreasonable as a matter of law, where the jury had 
rendered a general verdict in favor of the insured. Western Ins. Co. vs. 
Studebaker Co., 64. 


8. Retention as Watver.—When prompt proofs of loss are retained for two 
months without objection, the question of waiver of alleged defects is for 
the jury. Davis Shoe Co. vs. Kittanning Ins. Co., 357. 


9. Warver or.—If an insurance company refuse to pay the loss, or deny its 
liability _— independent grounds before any sufficient proof of loss is 
made, and before the time within which such proofs are to be made, by 
the terms of the policy, such denial and refusal constitute a waiver of the 
condition of a policy requiring such proofs. Deitz vs. Providence-Washing- 
ton Ins. Co., 673. 


10. Watver sy AGEnT.—Refusal to pay, or denial of liability, is a waiver of the 
condition in the policy requiring proofs of loss. 

A man having supervision over the business of a company and adjusting its 
losses. to whom notice of injury or loss or change of occupation must be 
sent, is a ‘‘ general” agent, and has power to waive policy conditions as 
to preliminary proofs of loss. Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Harvey, 411. 


11. Watver or APPRAISEMENT.—A policy of insurance issued by defendant to 
plaintiff provided that any loss should be appraised as prescribed by the 
policy, and that the report of the appraisers should form part of the proof 
required by the policy. The proof of loss furnished the company did not 
contain such a report of appraisement, but the letter accompanying the 
proof stated that, ifthere were any defects in the substance or form of the 
proof, plaintiff, upon being advised thereof, would perfect the same. No 
objection was made at any time to the form or substance. Several other 
companies, some of which were not entitled to demand such an ap- 
praisement, had policies on the same property ; and in the course ofa cor- 
respondence carried on by them and defendant jointly on the one side and 
plaintiff on the other, in which they disputed the amount of the loss, they 
demanded a submission to arbitration on conditions which were refused 
by plaintiff. They then, by joint letter, stated that, if the form of sub- 
mission proposed by them contained any provisions not prescribed by 
the policies, each company would submit its own form. There was no 
further correspondence between them jointly, or between defendant and 
plaintiff, on the subject. 

Held, that the joint demand could not take the place of a separate demand, 
and defendant had therefore waived its right to have such appraisement 
made part of its proof of loss. Hamilton vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. Co., 728-9. 


12. Warver or Ossections.—Objections to the sufficiency of proofs must indi- 
cate suffieiently the particular defects to be remedied. 

Where proofs of luss were kept for over fifty days, and then returned without 
specific objections, it is a question for the jury whether alleged defects 
have not been waived. ; 

Bare technicalities may properly be resorted to, to defeat fraud, but not for 
the defeat of honest claims. Kittanning Ins. Co. vs. Davis Shoe Co., 81. 


18. WEN Incomplete —ExEction To RepLace—CeErTIFICATE FROM Pustic OF- 
Ficer.—The proofs of loss were forwarded to the adjuster December 2 and 
received by him December 4. The next day the adjuster returned them to 
the plaintiff for additions. These were made, and the plaintiff sent the 
proofs to the company January 13. On February 28, the company sent 
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notice to plaintiff of intention to rebuild, and called for plans and speci- 
fications, which were furnished by the plaintiff, but this suit was begun 
on the allegation that the company had not exercised its option in time. 
Held, that the plaintiff waived his right to claim that the original proofs 
were complete by furnishing the additional matters required, and that 
the proofs were not complete until January 13, and that the option to 
rebuild was exercised in time, and that the suit could not be sustained. 

Incidentally it was held, that the assumption in Ins. Co. vs. Block (109 Pa. 
St., 535), that the neglect of the assured to ask a certificate from a public 
officer is no default, is not good law. Kelly vs. Sun Fire Office, 407. 


See Action 1, 6; Acrent 11; Apprication 3; ARBITRATION 2, 3, 4; EvIDENCE 5; 
InsoLvency 3; Puieapina 2; Ponicy 2; Premium Note 2; Proors or DratsH; 
Vacant 2, 


PROSPECTUS. See Premium 2. 
RAILROAD. See Accent 7; Action 2; REscIssIon. 


REBATE. 


Waar Constitutes Intecan.—The true construction of the act of 1889, c. 281, 
is to require life insurance companies to give equal terms to those persons 
whom it insures that are of the same class, and to stipulate the terms of 
insurance in their policies, and to accord to none any other. 

An indictment under the statute charged that the defendant allowed a re- 
bate premium payable on the policy that he issued, but failed to aver 
that such rebate was not stipulated in the policy. Held, that the indict- 
ment charges no violation of the statutes. State vs. Schwarzschild, 861. 


‘RECEIPT. See Paymenr. 


RECEIVER. See Insonvency3; Mutvuat Company 2; UNAUTHORIZED Company 1, 
REFORMATION. See Acent 8; Descriprion 2. 
REINSTATEMENT. See Assgssment 1. 


REINSURANCE. 


1. CHANGE oF TITLE IN CasE or.—The policy provided that it should be void in 
case of change of title without consent. The insurer subsequently re- 
insured the risk ‘‘ subject to the same conditions” as the policy reinsured. 

Held, That the second policy wassimply a contract of indemnity against risk 
under the first. 

Held, That the insured was bound only to secure consent from the original 
insurer, and the reinsurer was bound by such consent. Faneuil Hall Ins. 
Co. vs. Liverpool §& London § Globe Ins. Co., 289. 


2. Or Excess Lines—Usace.—The H. company, under an agreement with the 
N. company, issued to the latter open policies of reinsurance, endorsed 
‘‘To apply to the excess which the said company may have in all their 
various policies over $50,000, and to apply pro rata with all reinsurance 
policies on same excess, but not to exceed $10,000. 

Held, That when the N. company had reinsured its excess lines over $50,000 
with the H. company, it was entitled to reinsure the $50,000 in other 
companies. 

Held, That evidence of a local usage, by which such reinsurance was made on 
the faith that the reinsured only procures it on the excess, would not 
affect a contract made elsewhere. Inswrance Co. of N. A. vs. Hibernia Ins. 
Co., 689. 

4 See Insotvency 2. 
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REMOVAL. 


Errect or Partrat.—The policy was indorsed with permission to remove the 
insured goods, conditioned that it should cover pro rata in both places 
during removal, and an extra premium was paid therefore, but no limit 
of time was named. Permission was given in July, and a fire occurred 
in the old location in November. Defense was that due diligence had 
not been exercised in completing the removal, but there was nothing to 
show when the removal began. Held, that the policy attached in both 
places until the removal was complete, and that it covered goods pur- 
chased since the indorsement as well as those on hand when the permis- 


i 


sion was granted. Sharpless vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co., 470. 
RENEWAL. See Premium 4, 
REPLACEMENT. See Proors or Loss 13. 


REPRESENTATION. See Acrent 10; Apprication; BenrvouEnt Socrery 3; Evi- 
DENCE 2; Insanity 2; Proors or Loss 5; REscrssron. 


RESCISSION. 


In Casz oF Fatsze REPRESENTATIONS BY AGENT.—The policy provided that no 
agent should have power to alter its terms, and that the insured should 
not be engaged on railroad trains. The insured had represented to the 
agent that he was a switchman, but the agent without his knowledge 
inserted his occupation as yard-master who did no switching. 


Held, That where an agent inserts misrepresentations which, if made by in- 
sured would avoid the contract, the latter may rescind the contract, 
even though under the existing facts the company might be bound. 
Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Reed, 327. : 


RETALIATORY LAW. See Forrren Company. 


RISK. 


1. Errect or IncREASE or.— Whenever there has been a change of occupancy 
or of business, or the erection of additional building adjoining or near by 
the insured property, the question whether there has been a material in- 
crease in the risk or not is a question of fact, to be determined by the 
jury ; but whether an increase of risk avoids the liability of the insurer 
is a question of law for the court. Peet vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co., 253. 

2. IncrEASE OF BY CoRN-SHELLER.—The policy provided that it should be void 
in case of any change of exposure by the erection or occupation of ad- 
jacent builings, or by any means whatever within the control of the 
insured. 

Held, That the bringing and operating of a steam corn-sheller, in dangerous 
proximity to a corn-crib insured, was a violation of the policy. Davis vs. 
Western Home Ins. Co., 363 

8. Kerprmne or Storinc Coat-o1r—In Case or Exptoston.—The policy was 
written on a block of unfinished buildings with permission to com- 

lete. The block was built for stores below and dwellings above. 

fter completion one of the stores was occupied by a retail grocer, who 
kept as part of his stock gasoline and coal-oil. A violent explosion de- 
molished the building, and killed the grocer and several members of his 
family. Evidence showed that shortly before the explosion there was a 
bright light, a probable fire, in the store. The defense was that keep- 
ing gasoline voided the policy under the condition which excluded the 
storing of hazardous and extra-hazardous articles. 

Held, That “keeping” is not ‘‘storing,” and that a contract of insurance 
upon a building made before its completion authorizes the use of the 
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building in any common business to which its construction is adapted, 
and when the contract prehibits storing hazardous articles it does not 
prohibit keeping them for sale in such business. 

Held, That, if a company intends to exclude specific things, it must do so in 
specific language. 

The court below refused all of the defendant’s requests for instructions to 
the jury. Held, that the defendant had a right to have the converse ot 
the propositions submitted to the jury under appropriate instructions, 
but the instructions asked for were improper. 

Held (practically) that an explosion caused by fire is sudden and rapid com- 
bustion, and is covered by the policy unless specifically excluded by the 
terms of the contract, which was not the case in the policy sued on. 
Renshaw vs. Missouri State Mut. F. § M. Ins. Co., 385-6. 


4, Vacant IN CasE oF DWELLING— ASSIGNMENT OF Poticy—USE For PRosTITUTION. 
—Occupancy implies an actual use of the house as adwelling place. The 
insurer has a right by the terms of the policy to the care and provision 
which is involved in such occupancy. 


B sold the property to C and had the policy transferred by the agent of the 
company. B testified that he instructed the agent to make the transfer 
conditioned that loss should be payable to him according to his interest. 
C failed to keep up his payments, and after the fire assigned his interests 
in the contract and the policy to B. 

Held, That such a contract does not forfeit the policy, and, even if it did, the 
the act of the agent in making the endorsement would be a waiver. For-. 
feiture is not favored either in law or equity, and a provision for it in 4 
contract will be strictly construed, and courts will find a waiver upon 
slight evidence when the equity of the claim under the contract is in favor 
of the insured, but the transfer of this policy to C so as to insure him, 
with loss payable to B, makes it a contract between the company and C, 
and not between the company and B, and B cannot recover under it. 


The house was insured as a dwelling house andinn. It waskept by C as a 
house of prostitution and lewdness, which rendered the fire risk more 
hazardous and would forfeit the conditions of the policy as to increased 
risk. Bonenfant vs. American Fire Ins. Co., 496. 


See Description 1; Muruat Company 1; Poxtcy 2; Removat; Vacant 4, 


SCHEDULE. See ApporTIONMENT; CONTRIBUTION, 


SEAWORTHINESS. See InsuraBie INTEREST 3. 


SEAWORTHY. 


PLEapInG or.—Seaworthiness is a matter of warranty on the part of the 
insured, and compliance must be pleaded. Unseaworthiness need not be 
pleaded as a separate defense, and if so pleaded, a bill of particulars 
cannot be required. Ward et al. vs. China Mutual Ins. Co., 163. 


SERVICE. 


In Case oF BaNKING AND INsuRANCE Company.—Where a company does both 
banking and insurance business and the action is on its insurance policy, 
it is dealing as an insurance company, and the fact that it is also a bank 
is immaterial. The statutes relative to its status as a bank do not apply. 
Service of process as provided for insurance companies is legal. Wytheville 
Ins. § B. Co. vs. Stultz, 481. 


See Acent 5, 9; Benrvotent Socrety 25. 


SET-OFF. See Acent 7; Evmence 5, 
VoL. XX.—70. 
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SICKNESS. — See Insanrry 1. 


STATUTE. See Surcrpr 3; Vacant 4. 
STEAM-THRESHER. See Murvat Company 1. 


STOCKHOLDER. See Insurasiz INTEREST 4. 


SUBROGATION. 


Ricut oF Action IN Cask or Partrat Insurance.—Action was brought by the 
company to recover damages from the party responsible for the destruc- 
tion of property, on which the insurance which was partial had been 
paid. Recovery had previously been had by the owner in an independ- 
ent suit against the wrongdoer in an action to which the company declined 
to be a party. 


Held, That where the insurance is partial, the name of the owner must be 
joined in an action by the company under the provision in the Oregon 
Code, permitting actions to be brought in the name of the real owner. 
Or if he declines to join, he should be made a party defendant. Home 
Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Oregon Ry. § Nav. Co., 639. 


See Action 2; CARRIER, 


SUICIDE. 


1, Eviwence or —INTENTIONAL INJURY—AccripENT—UnuawruL Act.—When the 
insured and his mistress were found dead in a house from the effects 
of a pistol shot, under circumstances that rendered it probable that 
one must have shot the other, and then himself or herself, it is not error 
to charge that the presumption of the law is that the insured neither 
committed suicide nor was murdered, but that this could be overcome by 
evidence to the contrary. 


Where the policy by its terms does not specify any case of death “ the nature, 
cause, or manner of which is unknown or incapable of direct and posi- 
tive proof,” it is not required that the evidence of the manner of deathshall 
be established by eye witnesses. Circumstantial evidence is sufficient. 

An injury intentionally inflicted by another, when not anticipated by the in- 
sured and not naturally to be expected, is accidental within the meaning 
of the policy, although the latter provided that if death occurred from 
an assault provoked by quarreling no recovery could be had. 

Living in a state of fornication is not an unlawful act when not open and no- 
torious, within the meaning of a policy provision that it does not extend 
to injuries received while engaged in, or in consequence of, any unlawful 
act. Such provision does not extend to infractions of law which have no 
connection with the injury. Accident Ins. Co. of North America vs. Bennett, 
769-770. 

2. RiaHts or CREDITOR—ASSIGNEE IN CasE OF BENEVOLENT SocteTy —EVIDENCE.-— 
When the defense was that the policy was procured with the fraudulent 
intent to commit suicide for the benefit of creditors and relatives. 


Held, That a creditor —_ have under contract with insured as assignee a 
vested right in the policy of a benefit society. 

Held, That evidence of large insurances procured in other companies, and let- 
ters and telegrams to friends, was part of the res geste and admissible as 
successive steps in the final consummation of the fraud through suicide. 

Held, That evidence of efforts a short time before the insurances were secured 
to raise money, coupled with threats of suicide if unsuccessful, and state- 
ments of an intention by the insured to secure insurances “‘ and make the 
boys happy,” and inquiries by the insured as to the easiest mode of death, 
were admissible as part of the res gestx. Smith vs. National Benevolent 
Society, 152. 
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3. Sraruts as Estopre..—A statute of Ohio provides that all companies after 
receiving three annual premiums are estopped from defending upon any 
other ground than fraud, against any claim arising on such policy, by 
reason of any errors, omissions, or misstatements of insured in the appli- 
cation, except as to age. 

Held, That the statute did not estop the company from setting up suicide as 
a defense under a policy clause rendering it void in case of suicide. 
Starck vs. Union Central Life Ins. Co., 902-3. 

4, Wate Insanz. —The policy provided that it should be void in case of death 
by suicide unless insane, in which case the company might elect to pay 
the amount insured or refund the premiums. Also that the amount 
should be paid within sixty days after due notice and proofs. 

Held, That in case of suicide while insane, the company was entitled to suffi- 
cient time to learn all the facts, and a few lays over three months was 
not an unreasonable time for such purpose before making its election. 
Sallentine vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co., 800. 


See UnauTHoRIzED Company 3. 
SUNSTROKE. See Accrpent 8. 
SURRENDER VALUE. See Lex Loci. See Premium 1. 
SURVEY. See Apprication 13. 


TAXATION. 


Exemptions rrom.—The New York statute of 1886, exempting the personal 
property franchise and business of certain companies from taxation ex- 
cept as therein provided, applies not simply to such property, etc, as 
may be directly taxed by the state for general purposes. but exempts all 
the property, franchise, etc., from local taxation. People ex rel Common- 
wealth Ins. Co. vs. Coleman et al., 156. 


TENANT. 


RE-ENTRY By LanpLorp.—The policy insured a tenant against any loss by 
reason of having to pay during such time as the building might be un- 
tenantable by reason of fires occurring during the continuance of the 
policy. The building was made untenantable for six months by a fire, 
and the landlord was allowed by the tenant to re-enter in order to re- 
build, under an agreement that the rent should continue to be paid. 


Held, That the agreement and re-entry vitiated the policy. 


A letter from the company, stating that it would not claim to be discharged 
from liability by reason of the landlord’s re-entry, but would not consent 
to anything which would vary the legal effect of such re-entry, only meant 
that the company was liable for rent up to the time of such re-entry. 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Heller, 950. 


See Vacant 1. 


TITLE. 


1. AssIGNMENT as EvipENCE—SaLE BETWEEN Partners—Oruser Insurance.—An 
attestation of the assignment of a policy of insurance, indorsed on the 
policy by a local agent of the company, with knowledge of the sale of the 
goods insured, is a sufficient compliance with the condition of a policy 
requiring the consent of the company to be indorsed thereon. 

Where prior insurance is recognized and allowed by an indorsement on the 
policy, the taking out of a new policy in a different company for the 
amount of one of the former policies which has expired is not a violation 
of a condition requiring written consent to concurrent insurance. 
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A sale of his interest by one member of a firm to his partner is not a breach 
of a condition against change of title or possession by sale, transfer, or 
conveyance, without consent of the company. New Orleans Ins. Ase’n vs. 
Holberg, 79. 


2. DereRMination or.—If it is essential for an underwriter to know by what 
title the insured holds the property insured, that inquiry should be made 


at the time of issuing the policy, and not deferred until after a loss has 
occurred. 


When ownership of the property is one of the issues for determination, if there 
is any evidence that is disputed or contradictory, it is the province of 
the jury, and not the court, to settle that fact. Peet vs. Dakota F. § M. 
Ins. Co., 253. . 

3. Execution or MortaaGE In Part.—The policy provided that it should be 


void in case of any change in the interest of insured, whether by sale, 
transfer, or conveyance. 


Held, That the execution of a mortgage was a breach of the condition. The 
mortgage to a bank had been signed by the mortgagor and left with the 
bank president to await the signature of his wife. 

Held, That whether it had been executed and delivered as to the mortgagor, 
or only left with the president as a convenience, and not to be effective 
until signed by the wife, was a question of fact for the jury. East Texas 
Fire Ins. Co. vs. Clarke, 820. 


4, JUDGMENT CREDITORS AS ASSIGNEES—PAaRTNERS.—Policies taken out by R. on 
tobacco were assigned before the loss with the the companies’ consent 
to his creditors. Some to M. as his interest might appear, and some to 
M. & Co. as their interest might appear. The plaintiff was a judgment 

. creditor. The companies denied liability on the ground, among others, 
that R. was not the sole owner as represented in the policies. The case 
was transferred from the State to a Federal court in a suit brought by 
the receiver, and a general judgment found against the companies under 
an agreement that the respective rights of the claimants should be de- 
termined under the proceedings commenced in the State court. 


Held, That the respective rights of the parties were not determined by any 
rulings of the Federal court upon matters incident to the case. 

Held, That the rights of judgment creditors in such a case must be pursued in 
equity, for they had no lien on the tobacco nor legal interest in the in- 
surance money. The legal title to the latter was in the assignees who 
might maintain action. 

Held, That under an agreement by which one party advances the capital and 
the other furnishes the services, the capital to be paid out of the stock 
aud the balance above ge ecg to be treated as profits, the two are part- 
ners though iuterest is charged, and not debtor and creditor requiring 
registration of assignment of policy as against judgment creditors. 

A finding of facts by the judge under agreement is conclusive. Southern 
Fertilizer Co. vs. Reames, 36-37. 


5. Or Huspanp To Wire’s Property—Vacant.—An insurance policy issued on 
a dwelling-house in the name of a husband, when the title was in his 
wife, the company not being informed that the husband was not the legal 
owner, is void. 

Validity is not imparted to the policy by the fact that the company, still un- 
informed of the true state of the title, indorsed on the policy its consent 
that the policy might continue in force notwithstanding a temporary 
non-occupation of the premises. That act waived forfeiture on one ground 
only; not on all grounds: Clark vs. Insurance Co., 81 Me., 373, a rmed. 
Trott vs. Woolwich Mutual Fire Ins. Co., 1044. 


6. Or Wire rx Casz or ENpowment.—The terms of an endowment policy of life 
insurance construed, and held that, in case of the death of the insured 
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before the maturity of the policy, the sum assured was payable to, his 
wife only in case she survived him; otherwise to his personal representa- 
tives or assigns. Lamberton vs. Bogart, 1022. 


7. OwNERSHIP IN CasE oF Lessex.—A policy of insurance like any other con- 
tract is to be read in the light of the circumstances surrounding it. 


A leasehold interest is an insurable interest and may be regarded as property. 


The policy was for $1,500 on tools and machinery and $1,000 on building, the 
insured being lessee. 


Held, Where a policy is issued without a written application describing the 
interest of the assured, and where he makes no statement whatever in 
regard to his interest in the property occupied by him, we may presume 
the policy to have been written in view of existing facts and intended to 
cover such interest as the insured had. 

Cases in regard to the vane doctrine of a false affirmation of ownership do 
not apply here, and the policy clause in regard to ownership, etc., is not 
operative. Philadelphia Tool Co. vs. British America Ass’e Co., 566. 


8. Sate BETWEEN Partners.—The policy provided that it should be void in 
case of failure to notify the company in case a contract of sale of the 
property was signed. 

Held, ‘That the provision applied only to sale to third parties and not between 
partners insured where all still retained an insurable interest, and the 
contract had been unfulfilled. 


The property belonged to three partners, who were jointly insured, but was 
in the possession of only two of them during the life of the policy. 

Held, That this was no violation of a policy provision against change of 
possession. Allemania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Peck et al, 921. 


9. SevERABLE Contract IN CasE oF Farms.—The policy insured L. to the 
‘amount of $1,100, as follows: $300 * * on dwelling-house No.1 * * 
$200 on house No. 2; $300 on tobacco shed, $300 on tobacco, fodder, hay 
or grain on sections 1, 2 and 11.” 

Held, That o——- the consideration was a note for a gross sum, the contract 
was severable where the risks were situated on different farms several 
miles apart, and a change of title invalidating the risk on one of the 
farms did not invalidate the others. Loomis vs. Rockford Ins. Co., 928. 

10. Tenant ror Lirz.—Upon a policy providing that the insurer shall not be 
liable ‘‘if the interest of the assured in the property is not one of absolute 
and sole ownership,” no recovery can be had if such interest is only that 
of tenant for life. Collins vs. St. Paul F. § M. Ins. Co., 179. 

11. To Porrcy—Lex Loct.—In Wisconsin, one who procures insurance on his 
own life and pays the premiums retains the title to the policy and may 
dispose of the insurance money by will or otherwise during the lifetime 
of the beneficiary named in it, to the exclusion of the beneficiary. 

Where the contract was entered into and the policy delivered and the insur- 
ance money paid in Wisconsin, but the policy was issued by a company 
of another state, it is a Wisconsin contract and governed by the laws of 
Wisconsin. In re Breitung’s Estate—Adler. vs. Stoffel, 168. 

12. Transrer By Law AND By MortaacE IN Cask or MctuaL Company.—Transfer 
of property by law to heirs in case of death is not a violation of a policy 
provision making it void in case of transfer. 

A complaint not good as to all the plaintiffs is not good as to any, and an ad- 
ministrator and heir cannot join in suit because of doubt as to proper 
party. 

Violation of a by-law of a mutual company, forbidding transfer by mortgage, 
is fatal to recovery. 


A member cannot assail the right of the corporation to make a by-law prior 
to his membership. Pfister et al. vs. Gerwig et al., 220. 
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13, TRANSFER OF, IN CasE or Loss PayaBLE TO AGENT.--The agg was issued to 
B. and M., owners; loss, if any, payable to M. & Co. M. & Co. were 
agents of the insurance company and issued this policy to secure a lien 
they bad on the goods of B. & M. They retained the policy and paid the 
premium, thus insuring themselves, The property was subsequently 
twice sold. After the second sale, B. & M. signed the transfer blank on 
policy in favor of the second purchaser. The policy contained a printed 
clause that if it became void from any cause it should not be revived 
except by special contract. This was held to be good. There was no 
neglect by the company. It was the right of the company to know the 
individual holding its policy, which was not a floating promise to pay in 
the hands of any holder with no other condition than loss of the property. 
M. & Co. had ceased to be the agents of the insurance company, and the 
policy was not revived. There was no right of action upon it. Cascade 
Fire § Marine Ins. Co. vs. Journal Publishing Co., 395-6. 

14. Watver By AGENT.—The insurance was renewed by a new policy, which 
contained a stipulation as to the sole and unconditional ownership not 
contained in the first, though the agent had promised that the policy 
should be like the first. The goods insured were afterwards sold, and 
possession given, the title to remain in the insured until paid for, an 
arrangement of which the agent had been previously informed. 

Held, That the knowledge of the agent was a waiver of the condition, but, if 
it were in force, the insured remained the unconditional owner, and the 
condition was not violated. Burson vs. Fire Ass’n of Philadelphia, 144. 


See Action 4; ALIENATION; APPLICATION 14; ASSIGNMENT; BENEVOLENT SOCIETY; 
INSURABLE INTEREST; MortGaGE; MortGaGEE; MortGacor; PayMENT; PLEApD~ 
1nG 2; Premium Nore 4; RErmnsuranceE 1; Wire’s Poticy 3. 


TOOLS. See InsunaBiE INTEREsT. 


TOTAL LOSS. 


In Casz oF ABANDONMENT.—A steamer grounded and sprang aleak. She was 
got off, but continued to make water until it was the judgment of the 
master that she would sink. In order to get her in shoal water and save 
her if possible she was beached on a sand bar, where she rested on a sandy 
bottom from stem to stern, and might have been subsequently saved but 
for a sudden rise in the river which completely wrecked her. Here she 
was abandoned. There were within fourteen miles of vessels with wreck- 
ing appliances, but the master did not know of them and made no effort 
to procure their aid. Master and men acted in good faith and with their 
best judgment. Held, that the company was liable for a total loss, less 
the amount of the proceeds of sale of cabin and outfit. New Orleans & N 
Packet & Nav. Co. vs. Louisville Underwriters’, 490. 


TOWN. See Vinxace. 
TRUSTEE, See InsuraB_e INTEREST 5, 


UNAUTHORIZED COMPANY. 


1, Action By REcEIvVER To Cotitect Premium —Lex Locrt.—The application was 
taken by the agent of a foreign corporation who had not complied with 
the statute of Indiana nor procured the requisite authority to do business 
there. It was forwarded to the home office and the policy issued by the 
latter was forwarded to the agent, and by him delivered to the insured 
upon the payment of the premium. 

Held, That the policy was.an Indiana contract, and the contract of the in- 
sured to pay premiums was not enforceable in the courts of Indiana. 
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Held, That the case was not affected by the fact that the action was brought 
by the receiver of the corporation. Wiestling vs. Marthim, 1026 

2. MortcacE sy.—A statute prohibiting unauthorized foreign companies from 
transacting any business of insurance does not apply to the taking of 
mortgages not made in the course of transacting insurance business. 
Boulware vs. Davis et al., 183. 

3. Wuat ConstiTuTes—L1aBiLities oF —SuicipE.—The agent in Missouri of an 
Illinois life insurance company received and forwarded applications to 
the home office, when the policies were filled up and signed and for- 
warded to the agent, and by the latter delivered to the insured on pay- 
ment of an entrance fee. The sources of revenue were entrance fees, annual 
dues, and assessments on members, the company holding no reserve fund. 

Held, That it was a life company doing business in Missouri within‘the mean- 
ing of the statutes of that state, and the policy was a Missouri contract 
to be construed according to the laws of that state. 


Held, That the law making void any stipulation exempting from liability in 
case of suicide, whether voluntary or involuntary, sane or insane,applied 
to such policy. 

Held, That where a company does business in another state without comply- 
ing with the laws, the agents and officers are liable to the penalties pre- 
scribed, but the polices are valid, and the company is estopped from set- 
ting up non-compliance to defeat a policy claim. Berry et al. vs. Knights 
Templars § Masons’ Life Indemnity Co., 804 


See UNauTHORIZED INSURANCE. 


UNAUTHORIZED INSURANCE. 


By Owner. —The Pennsylvania Act of April 26th 1887, does not prohibit an 
owner from making a contract for insurancein a company not author- 
ized to do business in the state. 


The prohibition against any persons paying, forwarding, or receiving pre- 
miums aiding in placing such insurance or effecting any such contract do 
not apply to owners, but to agents and others effecting an insurance 
business. 

The state has power to prohibit such insurance by the owner, but such harsh 
intent with nat be attributed, unless the terms of the act are plain, or the 
implication unavoidable. Commonwealth vs. Biddle, 193. 


See UNAUTHORIZED CoMPANY. 
USAGE. See RErnsuRance 2. 


USE. 


1. Know.epcs or Acent.—The policy stipulated that the property was to be 
occupied as a foundry and machine shop. It was never so u 

Held, That the stipulation was a warranty, and the knowledge of its breach 
by an agent authorized only to receive applications and deliver policies 
was not a waiver. Sun Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Texarkana Foundry § Machine 
Co., 856. 

2. Temporary VacaNcy—AGeEnt’s Knownepce or CHancep Usz.—l. A mere 
temporary absence of the occupant of a building therefrom will not 
render void a policy of insurance which contains a provision that the 
policy shall become void in case the building becomes vacant. 

2. Forfeitures sre not favored, and should not be enforced unless the courts 
are compelled to do so, and this rule applies to insurance policies. 

3. Where the insured property was situated in an adjoining state, and the 
persons insured were residents of this state, but the agent of the insur- 
ance company through whom the insurance was effected resided near the 
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property insured, and had notice of the uses to which the building was 

applied, his knowledge will be deemed that of the company, and it will 

be too late, after a loss has occurred, to object upon the ground that the 
building was applied to uses prohibited in the policy. 

4, A policy of insurance is to receive a reasonable construction, ~, if pos- 

. § M, 


sible, one that will carry its provisions into effect. Springfield 
Ins. Co.vs. McLimans, et al., 656. 


See Apprication 15; Poxicy 2; Risk 1, 4. 


VACANT. 


1, In Cass or Dwettrnc—Orrer oF CoMPROMISE BY ADsJusTER.—When a tenant 
removes and leaves some goods not needed for housekeeping with the 
consent of the owner, the house is vacant within the meaning of the policy. 


An offer by the adjuster to compromise for a sum named, stating that, while 
the company regarded it as vacant they did not wish to be technical, was 
not a waiver of vacancy, but a mere offer to purchase peace. Richards vs. 
Continental Ins. Co., of the Cityof N. Y., 366. 


2. In CasE or DWELLING —Proors or Loss as Watver.—The insured property was 
described on the face of the policy as a dwelling occupied by tenants. 


* Held, That this was a warranty of such occupancy at the inception of the 
contract, and if not true the policy was void. 


A consent to a vacancy during the continuance of the policy would not bea 
waiver of vacancy at its inception. 

Where it appeared that the company also claimed over-insurance and did not 
admit the amount of the loss, a demand for estimates at considerable ex- 
pense to the insured, with knowledge of the facts, was not a waiver of 

" the defense of vacancy. Boyd vs. Vanderbilt Ins. Co., 652. 


3. Notice to AGent. —The policy provided that it should be void in case of va- 
cancy without written consent, and the use of general terms or anything 
less than a distinct specitic agreement should not be deemed a waiver. 


Held, that mere notice of vacancy to an agent who was not shown to have 
the powers of his principal as to waivers, and his verbal consent, were not 
a waiver of the policy violation. Messelback vs. Sun Fire Office, 141. 


4. Srarure Requrrme EvipEence or Increase or Risk.—To avoid a policy of fire 
insurance stipulating that, whenever the buildings insured shall become 
vacant, the insurance thereon shall cease, it must be shown that not only 
have the buildings become vacant in violation of the terms of the policy, 
but that the risk was thereby increased. Rev. St., c. 49, § 20. 


It is common knowledge, of which courts take judicial notice, that vacant 
buildings, as a class, are more exposed to damage from fire than they 
would be if occupied. The testimony of witnesses, therefore, tending 
only to establish such fact already known, is unnecessary and inadmissible. 

When the vacancy of buildings insured is shown, a presumption arises of an 
increased hazard from fire, but the peculiar condition, construction, and 
surroundings may rebut such presumption, and even show that such 
hazard is decreased. 

_ Under the statute the burden is upon the insurance company to show an in- 
crease of risk ; and when the vacancy is shown, it has such presumption 
in its favor that, if not rebutted, is sufficient to prove the fact ; but, when 
other facts appear, it is for the jury to say whether the presumption shall 
still prevail, or whether it has been rebutted, and whether, on the whole 
evidence, the risk is shown to have been increased. . 

When the building destroyed had been left vacant for nearly a year, and the 
defendant company seems to have had neither the presumption of in- 
creased hazard accorded it at the trial, nor to have been permitted to 
show it, held, that it was entitled to one or the other, and that a new trial 
should be ordered. White vs. Phoenix Ins. Co., 900. 
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5, Surricrency or Watcuman.—The = provided that during the time 
“the mill is idle, a watchman shall be employed by the insured to be 
in and about the premises day and night.” 


Held, That there was no ambiguity as to the time during which the watch- 
man should watch the premises. 


It appeared that oaty one watchman was employed, who was not instructed 
= watch at night; and slept in a building three or four hundred feet 
istant. 


Held, That one man could not be expected to watch day and night, and it 
was error to submit the question to the jury whether the condition had 
been complied with. 


Held, That when the mill was shown to be idle, the burden of proof of com- 
«7 with the condition was on the insured. Rankin vs. Amazon Ins. 
0., 


See Action 1; AppricaTion 19; Risk 4; Trrzz 5; Use 2. 


VALUATION. 


RESPONSIBILITY OF AGENT.—Where misrepresentations as to value are set up as 
a defense, a replication in estoppel that the agent personally inspected 
the property and inserted the valuation is not defective as a departure 
in — ing. Nor was it double as an estoppel and in confession and 
avoidance. 


Held, that such course by the agent amounted to an estoppel. Virginia Fire 
& Marine Ins. Co. vs. Saunders, 69 


See Action 6; ARBITRATION 4; AssIGNMENT 4; DeatH; Evipence 4; MEASURE oF 
Damaaszs 2; Poricy 3. 


VALUED POLICY LAW. See Measure or Damaczss 2. 


VESSEL. See Freicut; Insuraszte INTEREST 3, 


VILLAGE. 


Waar Constirutes.—A cluster of houses in the country isa “ village” within 
the meaning of the policy of a company limited in its business to de- 
tached risks in villages and cities. 


The company substituted in the policy the word ‘‘ village” for the word 
‘‘town” and so was estopped from denying that the place was a village. 
Russell vs. Detroit Ins. Co., 418. 


VOYAGE. See AvERAGE. 

WAIVER. See Acrnt; Apprication; ARBITRATION 3, 4, 5, 6, 8; AssEssMENT 3; 
BENEVOLENT Socrety 1, 12, 24; Limrration 3; Mortaaces 2; Pouicy 3; Pre- 
Mium 2, 4; Premium Note 2; Proors or Loss; Trrtz 14; Vacant 2. 

WAREHOUSEMAN. See Assicnment 4; Barize. 
WARRANTY. See Apprication; Morteaczs 1; Poricy 1. 
WATCHMAN. See Apprication 19; Poticy 1; Vacant 5. 


WIFE. See AppricaTion 6; INsuRABLE INTEREST 2; TrTzz 5, 6. 
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WIFE®S’ POLICY. 


1. Acent’s KNowLEepGz or Fatse STATEMENTS IN APPLICATION.—Insurance was. 
effected by a wife on her life for the benefit of her husband, with his 
consent, the husband paying the premiums, and the policy being in his 
possession. 

Held, in an action against the husband to recover back the insurance money 
paid on the policy, on the ayaa of false statements in the application 
which were well known to him according to the evidence, that the wife 
acted as his agent, and any misrepresentation by her was binding on him. 
Even were it otherwise, the policy stipulated that it should be inoperative 
mS ee of material misrepresentations, and the stipulations must be 
enforced. 


Held, that the company cannot be charged with the knowledge of an agent 
who conspires with the insured against it to knowingly insert false state- 
ments in the application. Centennial Mutual Life Ass’n vs. Parham, 719. 


2. Riauts or Creprrors in CasE or ASsIGNMENT.—The policy was for the benefit 
of the wife and children of insured, and was afterwards assigned to in- 
sured by the wife and the children, who were of age. The wife died 
before the insured. 

Held, That the proceeds of the policy were assets of the insured’s estate for 
the benefit of creditors. 

Held, ‘That a policy for the benefit of the wife of insured, or in case of her 
previous death ‘‘for his own order,” was also assets of his estate. 


Held, That the company was entitled to set off debts against insured even 
though —< due at the time of death. Boyden vs. Massachusetis Mut. Life 
Ins. Co., 1048. 


3. Trrtx To.—A life policy contained the agreement to pay the amount insured 
to the wife if living, and if not living to the children of the insured, and 
if there were no surviving children to the estate of the insured. The in- 
sured had two children. The wife died first, afterward ason died, leaving 
children, and then the insured died. It was held that under the lan- 
guage of the policy, neither the wife nor the children had vested inter- 
ests during the lifs of insured; that the proceeds of the policy must be 
paid to the one surviving child; and that the grandchildren—issue of a 
deceased son of the insured—were not entitled to any participation. 
Lane, Ex’rx, vs. De Mets, Impl’d, 624. 


See Benevotent Society 17, 23. 





Index to Volume XX. 


CASES REPORTED 


Abels vs. Mobile Real Estate Co. et al.; Planters & Mer. 
Ins. Co. vs. Mobile Real Estate Co. et al 


Etna Life Ins. Co. vs. Deming. 

ZAtna Life Ins. Co. vs. Hanna et al. 

Allemanie Fire Ins. Co. vs. Peck et al. 

American Order of Scottish Clans vs. Merrill et al.... 

American Towing Co. vs. German Fire Ins. Co 

Arff vs. Star Fire Ins, Co. 

Backdahl et al. vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W 

Bacon vs. Brotherhood of Railroad Brakemen. . 

Bacon vs. United States Mutual Accident Ass’n = Oe 

Badenfeld vs. Massachusetts Mutual Accident Ass'n.. ‘Mass. 8. J. C.. 

Bankers & Merchants’ Mut. Life Ass’n vs. Stapp 

Beech vs. Far. & Breeders Mut. Live-stock Ins. Ass’n. Pa. S. Cc 

Bernays vs. United States Mutual Accident Ass’n U.S. 

Berry et al. vs. Knights oe & Masons’ Life 
aeney Co U 


Aid 
Block et al. vs. Valley Mut. Ins. Ass’n 
Bonenfant vs. American Fire Ins, Co 
Borgards vs. Farmers’ Mutual Ins. Co 
Boulware vs. Davis et al 
Bo)d vs. Vanderbilt Ins. Co 
Boyden vs. Massachusetts Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
Brennan, Ex’r, vs. Crouch, Jr 
Brennan vs. Franey 
Britt vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co 
Bromberg et al. vs. Minnesota Fire Ass’n 
Brown vs. Balfour et al 
Brown vs. Grand Council Northwestern Legion of 
Honor et al 
Buffalo Loan, Trust & Safe-Deposit Co. vs. Knights 
Templar & Masonic Mutual Aid Ass’n N. 
Burlingame vs. Goodspeed et al 
Burson vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila 
Butternut Mfg. Co. vs. Mfrs. Mut. Fire Ins. Co 
California Ins. Co. vs. Gracey 
Carlock vs. Phenix Ins, Co Ti. 8. C. 
Cascade Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. Journal Pub. Co..Wash. 8. C 
Cassa Marittima vs. Phoenix Ins. Co N. Y. 8. C 
Centennial Mutual Life Association vs. Parham 
Chartrand vs. Brace...... 
Citizens Ins. Co. vs. Ayers 
Citizens Ins. Co. vs. Hoffman 
Cobb vs. Covenant Mut. Ben, Ass’n 
Collins vs. St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co 
Commonwealth vs. Biddle. . B. 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Dorman..... Gh alii acts aih tate al Ind. 8S. C 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Wilson............ beattices 





1116 Index to Volume XX. 


Cotten vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co 

Cottingham vs. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co 

Davis Shoe Co. vs. Kittanning Ins. Co 

Davis vs. Western Home Ins. Co...... Scio bgmeeg eae 
Dazier vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co. 

Deitz vs. oo Washington Ins. Co 

Downey vs. Hoppe 

Duran vs. Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co 

East Texas Fire Ins. Co. vs. Blum et al. 

East Texas Fire Ins. Co. vs. Clarke 

Ellerbee vs. Farmers & Mechanics’ Mut. Aid Ass’n 
Emery et al. vs. Svea Fire Ins: Co 

Equitable Life Ass’e Society vs. Pettus 

Everett vs. Niagara Ins. Co Pa. S. C 
Faneuil Hall Ins. Co. vs. Liverpool & London & Globe 


Ins. 
Fidelity-Mut. Life Ass’n of Phila. vs. Ficklin et al. . 
Follette vs. U. S. Mutual Accident Ass’n 
Fowler vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co 
German Ins. Oo. vs. Gray 
German Ins.:Co. vs. Heiduk a al 
German Ins. Co. vs. Read’s Ex'x 
Germania Life Ins. Co. vs. Lunkenheimer 
Graves vs. American Live-stock Ins. Co Minn. 
Griswold vs. Sawyer et al., Adm’rs, and Griswold et al.N. Y. C. ‘A 
Grubbs et al. North Carolina Home Ins. C N.C. 8. 0 
Hagan vs. Merchants & Bankers’ Ins. Co............. Towa 7 Cc 
Hail vs. Northwestern Endowment & Legacy Ass'n. 
Hawilton vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. Co 
Hamilton vs. Home Ins. Co 
Hannan vs. Williamsburgh City Fire Ins. Co.. 
Hardwick vs. State Ins. Co 
Harron vs. City of London Fire Ins. Co 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bonner Mercantile Co 
Hebb et al. vs. Kittanning Ins. Co..... 
Heffron et al vs. Kittanning Ins. Co 
Herndon et al. vs. Imperial Ins. Co 
Hobbs vs. Iowa Mutual Benefit Ass'n 


Hoge vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co. 
Hollobaugh vs. People’s Mutual Accident Ins. Ass’n. 
Home Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Oregon Ry. & Nav. © 
Hvose vs. Prescott Ins. Co ich. 
Hutchinson vs. Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co. am S.J. 6 
In re Breitung’s Estate—Adler vs. Stoppel Wis.C. S 
Indiana Ins. Co. vs. Hoffman 5 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. Hibernia Ins, Co 
Tonia County Savings Bank vs. McLean et al 
Isgrigg vs. Schooley et al 
Jobnson vs. Maine & N. B. Ins. Go 
Johnston vs. United States Life Ins. Co 
Joshua Hendy Machine Works vs. American Steam 
Boiler Ins. Co Cal. 8. C..... cece o 
Joy et al. vs. Security Fire Ins. Co 
Kansas Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Amick—Naill 
et al. vs. Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins, Co 
Karelsen et al. vs. Sun Fire Office. ; 
Kellner vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co 
Kelly vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Co 
Kelly vs. Sun Fire Office 
Keystone Mut. Ben. Ass’n vs. Jones 





Index to Volume XX. 


Kittanning Ins. Co. vs. Davis Shoe Co.,...... éaitis ie ke 
Kittanning Ins. Co. vs. Hebb et al....... cecdbanWunes 
Knights and Ladies of Honor vs. Burké 
Lamberton vs. Bogart 
Lane, Ex’rx, vs. De Mets, Impl’d 
Lantz vs. Vermont Life Ins. 
Lett vs. Guardian Fire Ins. Co 
Loomis vs. Rockford Ins. Co 
Louisville & N. R. Co. vs. Manchester Mills 
Luhrs vs. Luhrs. 
Lyon vs. Supreme Assembly Royal Society of Good | 
Fellows Mass. S. J. rm 
McCullough vs. Expressmen’s Mut. Ben. Ass’n Rm) le o0.»,s 
Marskey vs. Turner 
Mason vs. Cronk 
Mathers vs. Union Mutual Accident Association 
Matt vs. Iowa Mut. Aid Association 
Messelback vs. Sun Fire Office 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Dempsey 
Metropolitan Safety Fund Acc. Ass’n vs. Windover. . 
Michigan Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Reed............ “Mic h 
Miller’s Nat. Ins. Co. vs. Kinneard 
Miscellany 
Morley vs. Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co 
Moshassuck Felt-Mill vs. Blanding 
Murray vs. Home Benefit Life Ass’n 
Muse Bros. vs. London Ass’e Corporation 
Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. House...........00..008 ree 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n vs. Hamlin 
National Bank of D. O. Mills & Co. vs. Union Ins. Co. 
of San Francisco Cal. S. C 
National Board of Marine Underwriters vs. Melchers. U.S. C. C., of Pa.. 
New Orleans Ins. Co. vs. Holberg 1 8 
New Orleans & } N. Packet & Nav. Co. vs. Louisville 


People ex rel. Commonwealth Ins. Co. vs. Coleman et al. 
Commissioners of Taxes 

People ex rel. Meyers vs. Masonic Guild & Mutual 
Benefit Ass’n 


Pfister et al. vs. Gerwig et al. . 

Philadel hia Tool Co. vs. British America Ass’e Co.. 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Wachter: : 

Phoenix ian, Co. vs. Wilson 


Quong Tue sing vs. Anglo-Nevada Ass’e Co 

Randall et al. vs. American Fire Ins. Co. of 

Randall et al. vs. Phenix Ins, Co of Brooklyn. . 

Rankin et al. vs. Amazon Ins. Co 

Reigel vs. American Life Ins. Co 

Renshaw vs. Missouri State Mut. Fire & Marine Ins.Co. Mo. 2 Cc 
Richards vs. Continental Ins. Co Mich. S. C. 
Richatdson vs. Travelers Ins. Co 





1118 Index to Volume XX. 


Riggs vs. Commercial Mut. Ins. Co....... Sexes csee N.Y. C. A 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Heller ‘ 

Russell vs. Detroit Mut. Fire Ins. Co......... waeinndeee 

Salentine vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. 

Sanger vs. Rothschild 

Scheufler vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. 

Scott vs. Sun Fire Office 

Sharpless et al. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 

Sheanon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. Co 

Sickles et al. vs. Brabbitts et al 

Smith vs. National Ben. Society...... 

Somers vs. Kansas Protective Union 

Souder vs. Home Friendly Society 

South Bend ‘Toy Mfg. Co. vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co.So. ‘Dak. 8. Cc 
Southern Fertilizer Co. vs. Reams = Cc. 8. C 
Spratt vs. New Orleans Ins. Co. 

Springfield Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. McLimans et al. Neb, 8. Os. 
Starck vs. Union Central Life Ins. Co 

AMM OOS 8 RHEE nabs ar cevecvsen Yet science ; 

‘State Ins. Co. vs. Oregon Ry. & Nav. Co 

State vs. Schwarzschild 

Strasser vs. Staats 

Sun Matual Ins. Co. vs. Texarkana Foundry & Ma- 


Sinoome Assembly of theRoyal Society of Good Fellows 
vs. Campbell, Adm’r et als R. I. 8. 

Sup. Council American Legion of Honor vs. Larmour.Tex. 8S. C 

Supreme Council, Catholic Knights of American, vs. 
Morrison, et al 

Talbott, Ins. Comm., vs. Fidelity _ Casualty Ins. Co.. Ma: C.A 

Taylor vs. North Star Mut. Ins. © Minn. 8. C 

The Gulnare (Timothy Scioety. fadsevenod 

‘The Sydney and ‘The Wm. Worden et al. vs. Providence- 
Washington Fire Ins. Co. et al Uz. 

Tilley vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. Co 

‘Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Newman et ux................ De 

Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Harvey 

Travis vs. Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co 

‘Trott vs. Woolwich Mut. Fire Ins. Co 

‘True vs. Bankers’ Life Ass’n 

‘Tubbs vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co 

Virginia Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. Saunders 

Von Wien vs. Scottish Union & National Ins. Co. 

Waldman vs. North British & Mercantile Ins. Co 

‘Walker vs. Larkin et al 


Western Ass’e Co. vs. Studebaker Bros. Mfg. Co 
White vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 

Whiting vs. Mississippi Val. Mutual Ins. Co 
Wiestling vs. Marthim 

Wilkins vs. Mut. Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 

Wilkins vs. State Ins. Co. of Des Moines 

Wright's Adm’r vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. . 
Wytheville Ins. & Bkg. Co. vs. Stultz 

Zigler vs. Phosnix Ins, Co. 


LOWER COURT DECISIONS. 


American Towing Co., of Baltimore cn German 


Fire Ins, Co. and Rochester German Fire Ins. Co. Snp. C. of Balt. City.. 1 


Britton vs. Sapreme Council of the Royal Arcanum...N. J. C. of Chan....+- 660 





Index to Volume XX. 


Parrish vs. Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co............... eels 
Vivar vs. Supreme Lodge of Knights of Pythias......N. 


C. 8. 
J. 8. 


ERRATUM. 


The case published on page 955 of the October Law Journal should read Spratt 
vs. New Orleans Insurance Association instead of New Orleans = Co. 
D. Ins. L. J. 





Index to Volume XX. 


CASES AND AUTHORITIES CITED. 


Abb. Shipp 
Abbot’s 


5 Atkins vs. Disintegrating Co 


Adsit vs. Adsit. 
Aetna Ins. Co. vs. Hannibal, etc., Ry. 
643 


Co 
Aid Ass’n. vs. Sweetser 
Ala. S aC oe Co. vs. Georgia Pac. 


Alexander vs. Cunningham - 
Alexander vs. Germania _ Co 
Alexander vs. eres 
654, 684, “827, 856, 877 
Alexander vs. Nowtn. Sian chas oun 
Alkan vs. Insurance Co 
Amer & Eng. Enc. Law. 
352, 355, 708, 709, 772, 803 
American Casualty Ins. and Security 
Co. vs. Orasmus Tyler, Ins. 


American Lead Cas 

American Legion vs. Smith 

Ames vs. Insurance Co.......... eed 
Amick vs. Butler 

Anders vs. Supreme Lodge 
Anderson vs. Fitegerald 382 
Auderson’s Estate (Hayes’ Appeal).1049 
Angell vs. Insurance Co 755, 756 
’ Appeal of Wilen 

Archer vs. Iusurance Co 

Archibald vs. Insurance Co....... -169 
Argall vs. Insurance Co 

Armroyd vs. Insurance Co 

Arnould on Insurance 

Arthur vs. Insurance Co 

Arthur vs. Odd Fellows 

Ashton vs. Bel 


Association vs. Barry 
Association vs. Beck. 
Association vs. Montgomery 
631, 912, ou 
Association vs. Musser. . 
Association vs. Newman. . 


Audubon vs. Insurance Co 
Ault vs. Flemming 
Austin vs. Drew 


3 Avery vs. Ward 


Babcock vs. Day 
Babcock vs. Hoey 
56, 231, 422, 557, 558 
Bacon vs. Association. 796 
Bagley vs. Bowe 
Bagley vs. Rolling Mill Co 
Bags of Linseed 
Bailey vs. Insurance Co 
Baker vs. Barclift 


684 Baker vs. Railroad Co 


Baker’s Case 

Baldwin vs. Barney 
Ballou vs. Gile 

Bank vs. Huntington 
Bank vs. Insurance Co 
Bank vs. Pinckard 
Bunk vs. Ritchie 


83 Baptist Church vs. Insurance Co... . 


Barbee vs. Green 


Barr vs. King 

Barrows vs. Keene 

Barry vs. Assurance Society 
Bartholomew vs, Insurance Co 
Bartlett vs. Insurance Co 


Bates vs. Railway Co .............. 425 
Battie vs. Mayo 37 
Bauer vs. Samson Lodge 

Baulic vs. Railroad Co 

Beall vs. Insurance Co 

Bebee vs. Insurance Co... 

Becker vs. Insurance Co 

Beckley vs. Newland 

Bell vs. Insurance Co 

Belt vs. Gumbel 

Benedix vs. Insurance Co 

Bennett vs. Agricultural Ins. Co : 
Bennett vs. Insurance Co. .310, 325, 888 


















PAGE 
Berkshire vs. Schultz... seseeeee+ +222 
Bethel vs. Linn....... 4 sh wees We ona ee 
Bigelow vs. Folger.......... eee L051 
Bish vs. Insurance Co............ 311 
eee ee Leet eS .914 
Bisokler Ve. BOGE 6 oc sscie csecicwn 1050 
ae WE WOORVER,, 5 nin piccce cs pedaeeent 948 
Blessing’s Adm’rs vs. Beatty...... 684 
Bee Ome Fok s ksGwscuses .739, 936 
. 345, 558, 728, "795, 982 
Bloom vs. Insurance Co eae a all 775, 776 


Bobbitt vs. Insurance Co 
139, 791, 935, 936 
Bodine vs. Insurance Co 
116, 117, 355, 668, 88I 
345 
























Body vs. Insurance CO...... 0 ...+- 
Boetcher vs. Insurance Co...... 310, 876 
es WE RUNOON, ... 2 sop nwelewens® o 949 
Bolton vs. Bolton. ....630, 631, 911, = 

Pe Ui. OIE: srs ok eircaacne ro ox 
Bonefant vs. Insurance Co.......... 367 
Bonnert vs. Ins. Co.......... . 83, 359 
Tie CHIME oS casei Niusacve deus 936 
Boos VS. BOSUIAMOS, . oo ccc ceciccsce 799 
ee aR mere nr 649 

Boston Rubber Shoe Co. vs. Boston 
PEGI, < évisies sean vcds és care 
CRICIEE SIO EIU... a4:5.6 x0 sce veaaesre 803 
Bowker vs. Lowell................. 712 
Bowman vs. Insurance Co.......... 930 
Bradford vs. Symondson............ 695 
Bradley vs. Cargo of Lumber....... 649 
Bradley vs. Insurance Co........... 775 
Bragg vs. Insurancé Co............. 638 
BpO Wee Ve. TIAPFIB. 6 55.6 6c sce s.ccacd 518 
EI cc eee e EKER scsces 356, 849 
EN os ato winine can eeucede 446 
, Brig Hunter. ...........02 dese eae os 446 
Briggs vs. Insurance Co........ 391, 394 
Brink vs. Insurance Co........ 252, 1036 
Broadwater vs. Insurance Co........ 325 
Brooks vs. Insurance Co............ 847 
MO TU UNED souks o dovae visas 774 
Brotherhood’s Case........ ......-- 452 











Brown vs. Insurance Co........ 747, 930 
DROW PR FIDO: ov co cccicuasce¥uen 

Bruce vs, Railroad Co............-- 451 
Brumfield ve. Drool... ssscccccesce 222 
PEVOG VO. EABVOM 0's ce ciiasivenicnss 

DOI BE. GORDOOE «6 6.55.4 50's. 8 ccesice's 468 
TRON UO. TORR. og os cigs x cewenwe dive 256 
Burbank vs. Association............ 452 









Burchell vs. Marsh................. 
Burk vs. Railroad Co 





Burkholder’s Appeal............... 990 
Burnett vs. Insurance Co........... 926 
Burnham vs. City of Milwaukee. .... 316 
Burns vs, Manutacturing Co....... 1021 
Burnstead vs. Insurance Co......... 49 
Burroughs vs. Assurance Uo....... 1049 


VOL. XX,—71. 


Index to Volume XX. 


92 Cleaver vs. Insurance Co. 






Burroughs vs. David............... 237 
Bursinger va. Bank. .... 0.060.000.0008 169 
Burton vs. er acdae aethenucween 984 
Pees PE: BROMINE os vvecicsaccintes 711 
RR Pes. wren dacltacewsesaceens 68 
Butterfield vs. Beall................ 336 
Butterworth vs. Assurance Co....... 271 
SIG WO. CGS nk is 08 sc cece cdawe 78 
BPG VE. DAMON Ss a i05 di. cc ae ees 368 
Cahen vs. Insurance Co............. 936 
Caldwell vs. Center............... 280 
Calhoon vs. Belden................ 188 


Campbell vs. Insurance C 0. 


345, 384, 533, 819, po 
Canfield vs. Insurance Co. 


Cannel] vs. Insurance Co........... 01 
Canning vs. Harlan...... .......... 468 
CRON: WE TR a oo bere os cos was Saws 649 
Carpenter vs. Insurance Oo......... 252 
Carr vs. Insurance Co.............. 

Carroll vs. Insurance Co............ 606 
Carler Wes BOG 6 60 occ cccce ceie eeu 382 
Carter vs. Insurance Co............ 747 
Cassaday vs. Insurance Co......... 1029 
Catlin vs. Insurance Co............ 51 


Celluloid Mfg. Co. vs. Cellonite Mfg. 


MIs. «vdina b'a:aln age eer aed ee 
Chadwick vs. Cornish........ 1041, 1043: 
Chapin vs. Fellowes................ 
Chase vs. Hamilton Ins. Co......... 431 


Chase vs. Insurance Co 
Chase vs. Perley 


Be G0 onc cscdascanstadbamenee 82 
COE Be vcd ecneecss «cn caoeeeec ane 70 
Chrisman vs. Insurance Co.,....... 7 
Church vs. Insurance Co........... 593 
City of Burrton vs. Bank........... 547 
City of Davenport vs. Insurance Co. 
754, 758, 762 
Clapp vs. ‘ssociation..............4 216 
Clark vs. Barnwell...... ...... 708, 709 
Olerk ws. Duorand:.;. ..iccecescé 168, 169 
Clark vs. Insurance Co. 


116, 487, 932, 933, 1045 
Clarke vs. Boorman.... ........... 
Clay, etc., Ins. Co. vs. Huron Salt, 
WU DOs 6. oe aeaites cot ele 
Cleaves vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life BOM. 2 coca ice RB d care 


Coeererereecescccescesccoce se 


Code CURD riches soe ee 37 
Coleman vs. Knights of Honor 78 


Collins vs. Insurance Co. . .138, ‘140; 793 


1122 


Com. 
Com. 
Com. 
Com. 
Com. 
Com. 


Pennsylvania Ben. Inst.... 
Society 377, 246 
Wetherbee. 
557, 630, 810, 833, 911 
Commandery vs. Ainsworth 38 
Commercial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Capital 
City Ins. Co 747 


Vs. 
vs. 
VS. 


y- , 
Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. vs. Judge 
of Monroe Circuit Court 7 
Connelly vs. Masonic Mutual Benefit 
ot 864 


Ass'n. . 
Connor vs. ‘Insurance ‘Co. 
Conrad vs. Atlantic Ins. Co 
Consol. St. . 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Ruckman.. - 786 
Continental L. Ins. Co. vs. Palmer. .626 
Cooke vs. Insurance Co......... -.- 761 
Cooley, Torts 

Cooper vs. Cooper..... 

Cooper vs. Mayhew 

Cooper vs. Middleton 

Cory vs. Cory 

Coster vs. Butler 

Cousens vs. Lovejoy 

Cowan vs. Insurance Co. . 

Cox vs. Curwen 

Cox vs. Delano 

Cox vs. Hickman.... .......... we ve 
Cozzins vs. Higgins 

Crandall vs. Transporation Co 

GR: MIME iv cicct ketch pei 3: 
Cratty vs. City of Bangor. ...1037, — 
Craufurd vs. Hunter 

Cray vs. Insurance Co 

Crocker vs. Insurance Co 

COromie vs. Insurance Co.......... 
Crossley vs. Insurance Co 
Crosw. Ex’ 

Crouse vs. Insurance Co. 
Cruise, Dig 

Cuculler vs. Insnrance. Co 
Culbertson vs. Cox 
Cummins vs. Insurance Co 
Curtin vs. Insurance Co 


2 
..331, 442, 466 
33 


Dabney v8. RNY 6's 5 tc de See 
Daniels vs. Insurance Co 
Darrow ys. Society 

Date vs. Insurance Co 
Davenport vs. Insurance Co 
Davies ys. Davies 

Davis Shoe Co. vs. Kittanning. 409, 410 


Index to Volume XX. 


Dawson vs, Fitagerald.......... Aad 


0 Day vs. Hammond 


Day vs. Insurance Co 
Day vs. Railway. Co 
Dean vs. Insurance Co 


Derrick vs. Insurance Co 
Devens vs. Insurance Co 
Dickenson vs. State 

705, 708 
Dilleber va. Insurance Co......... .204 
Dillon vs. Parker 
Dix vs. Insurance Co,..... evenens 
Dodge vs Perkins 
Doe vs. Brown 


Drake vs. Pell 
Drennen vs. Assurance Corp 
Dunbar vs. rs Co 


Dunnage vs. White 

Dupont DeNemours vs. Vance 349 
Dupree vs. Insurance Co. ..138, 139, 140 
Dutton vs. Insurance Co. 182 


Eagan vs. Insurance Co 
Earnshaw vs. Society 


Ehrman vs. Insuranee Co....,...... 807 
Eilenberger vs. Insurance Co...422, 876 


38 Elbert vs. O’Niel 


E 
Ellis vs. Insurance Co. 
345, 756, 761, 762, a 


Elmendorf vs, Harris 


9 Elston vs. Piggott 


Emerig. Ins 


"229 Emery vs. Owings........ heaps ables 238 


Hamet ve. Hoyt, ... 665.6. cccct eens 237 


6 Emry vs. Railroad 


English vs. Insurance Co 
Enos vs. Insurance Co 
Erdman vs. Insurance Co 


54 Erie City vs. Butler 


Estabrook vs. Hughes 
Evans’ Appeal 

Evans et al. vs. Opperman 
Fairchild vs. Association 


0 Farley vs. Kittson 


Farmer vs. State 

Farnam vs. Farnam 
Farnsworth vs. Dinsmore 
Farrior vs. Security Co 
Felton vs. Sawyer 








Index to Volume XX. 1123 
PAGE PaGE 
Fenn vs. Insurance Co.............622 Grange Mill Co. vs. Western Assur. 
Ferrer vs. Insurance Co............ 959 Gis os sivns incere reas cues 252 
Field. Lawy. Briefs............. 468,756 Grant vs. Insurance Co. ........... 265 
Field vs. Insurance Co........... .612 Grattan vs. Insurance Co........... 999 
Fire Ins. Ass’n. vs. Canada F. & M. Grattan vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co... ..431 
RUMI cc koccR owas secs steemas Cae We. WA 55 os oSvideanses das dea 649 
First Presbyterian Soc. vs. Goodrich Grete: WR. DOD: 6.0 6 65:66 o's ke sc cdaees 547 
WOME, cre cuccadcestnn cnet 643 Greene vs. Walton........... ..... 70 
Fiat We, COtenet. as ccs cees 755, 763 Greenl. Ev. .41, 460, 462, 914, 980, 1000 
Fishbeck vs. Insurance Co..... 786, 788 Greeno vs. Greeno................. 362 
Fitch vs. Insurance Co.............+ 381 Greenwood vs. Holbrook........... 318 
Fitthian vs. Railroad Co............ 477 Gregg vs. Society. .............0cc0s 268 
Flaherty vs. Insurance Co.......... 607 Grey vs. Supreme Lodge........... 222 
Flanders on Fire Insurance.....410, 414 Griggs vs. Houston................. 256 
Fletcher vs. Insurance Co.......... 807 Griswold vs. Gebbie................ 891 
PYRO VR. DONA. o0065 ics acicccss 1002 Gross vs. Fowler... ...-........ 0 518 
Flynn vs. Association.............. ADE QUBAE CORSO. 65. ipsh cen ctchudes 89 
Flynn vs. Equitable, etc., Ins. Co...431 Hakes vs. Shupe...... weldecks dea can 425 
Fogg vs. Insurance Co.......... MG TA nn ici dc oredacdcws 803 
Forbes vs. Insurance Co..,........- 819 Hall vs. Insurance Co.............. 390 
EN ON es tes Since eacsstecnees 301 Hall vs. Railroad Cos. . ..642 
EOE SOc GH was kc ncacawenee coat 168 Hallenberg vs. Independent Order of 
Postel VE COURBON «5 ci cccccsc. ones 356 B’nai. B’rith. . +6606 yeah ca 
Foster vs. Moulton...........0.--6- 242 Halsey vs. Patterson. . vi destie du once 318 
Fowle vs. Insurance Co. ........... 262 Halstead vs. Seaman................ 236 
Fowler-vs. Insurance Co...561, 753, = Hamiiton vs. City of Boston....... 1038 
WE Gs Ts sg'o.4 Koo che eccensae 990 Hamilton vs. Insurance Co. 
Freeman vs. Insurance’Co...... 716, 753 106, 187, 604, 608, 611, 614, be 
Friesmith vs. Insurance Co..... ee ” 930 Hamilton vs. McQuillan et MB es 0 ace 
Fadicker vs. Insurance Co......... 236 Hand vs. Insurance Co............, 
Fullom vs. Insurance Co........... 517 Hankins vs. Insurance Co 211. 212, 345 
Furneaux vs. Esterly .. ..........+ 132 Hanna vs. Spotts’ Heirs...... elit 
Gamwell vs. Insurance Co....°***** 265 Hansus vs. Insurance Co.... ....... 108 
Gans vs. Insurance Co..22, 212, 252, 876 Harris vs. Insurance Co....... .... 336 
Garnsey vs. Gardner.............4- 993 Harrison vs. Palmer................ 
Garvey vs. Insurance Co............ 931 Harroun vs. Railroad Co........... 468 
Gasser vs. Sun Fire Office. ..... 605, 608 Hart vs. Railroad Corp......... 642, 643 
Geiss vs. Insurance Co............. 887 Harwood vs. Tooke................. 989 
George vs. Biddeford.............. 1033 Hastie vs. DePeyster.. .. ......../. 695 
Gere vs. Insurance Co......... 271, 609 Hastings vs. Insurance Co.......... 612 
Gibbs vs. Insurance Co............. 610 Hatch vs. Insurance Co............. = 
Gibson vs. Shufeldt................ 451 Haven vs. Winnisimmet............ 
Gilligan vs. Insurance Co.......... 410 Havens vs. Insurance Co. . .211, 526, a8 
Gilman vs. Railroad Co........... CGR  Hawlng Wa Us Bane occ cccce. 80eee4 
Gladdings vs. Insurance Co......... S12 Hond) ve. Qodiees. «oii «.jnncvects 
— _— Co. vs. Protection Heath vs. Insurance Co............. 356 
Ven egeeseachanesuhe ver 847 Heaton vs. Insurance Co...........638 
Goadard - Insurance Bo....-..--. 856 Helbing vs. Insurance Co... ....... 636 
GORM WE OBO soso s'ek vce sceeess 340 Hellenberg vs. District No. 1....... 153 
Golden Rule vs. People............ 810 Helme vs. Insurance Co............ 586 
Goldschmidt vs. Insurance Co..... 1001 Henley vs. Menefee................ 684 
Goldtree vs. McAllister............. 638 Henly vs. Insurance Co..:......... 93 
Goodwin vs. Goodwin..... .......+ 239 Henry vs. Davis............... 297, 682 
Goodwin vs. Insurance Co.......... 252 Henry vs. Thomas................. 17 
Gore vs. Insurance Co... ..... 785,786 Herman vs. Insurance Co. 
Gottsman vs. Insurance Co......... 930 46, 325, 659, 973 
Gould vs. Emerson.............. 1049 Hersey vs. Insurance Co............ 36 
APES WIM IBR a ies saps be cee tage 650 Heye vs. North German Lloyd..649, 650 
Grace vs. Insurance Co........ 325, 974 Hibbeler vs. Gutheart.............. 659 
CSMOO GIMME ) ocenses 6caccen ME. Tie Geen BUGS; ss 3253... caedreen 336 
Grand Lodge vs, Child............. 203 Hillock vs. Insurance Co.......... 326 








1124 Index to Volume XX. 


PAGE 


Hilton vs. Dickingon............ 000451 
Hind vs. “Woolworth 
Hingston vs. Insurance Co 
Hinman vs. Insurance Co 
Hobby vs. Dana 
Hocking vs. Insurance Co 
Hodsdon vs. Insurance Co. 
Hoeveler vs. Fleming 
Hoffman vs. Insurance Co. . 
Hoghton vs. 
Holabird vs. Insurance Co 
Holland, Guardian, vs. Taylor. 
78, 222, 228, 558 
605 


Insurance Co. 

Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs, 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Jnsurance Co. vs, 
Insurance Co. vs. 
90 Insurance Co, vs. 
Insurance Co. vs 
Insurance Go. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co, vs. 
Insurance Co, vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 


Holmes vs. Richet 

Home Ins. Co. Case 

Hower vs. Insurance Co 

Homes vs. Manufacturing Co 

Hood vs. Hartshoru 

Hornthal vs. Insurance Co.138, 140, 786 

Honghton vs. Insurance Co 265 

Howard vs. Insurance Co 

Hubbard vs. Tenbrook.. 

Hummel’s Appeal Insurance Co. vs. 

Hundbansen vs. United States F. . Insurance Co. vs. 
M. Ins. Co. 1 105& Insurance Co. vs, 

Insurance Co. vs. 


Dunham.369, 649, 656 
Earle. .21, 22, 138, 251 
Eggleston. . 


ing 
Farrenkrug. 
21, 32, - 


Hunter vs. Prinse 

Hurst vs. Litchfie a. 
Hns:on vs. Reutlinger et al 
Ms MOARE «656.055 009 s1e:0100 Insurance Co. vs. 
Hutcheraft’s Ex’rs vs. Insurance Co. 7 3 Insurance Co. vs. 

Hyatt vs. Johuston 255 Insurance Co. vs. Flynn 
Imperial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dunham. Insurance Co, vs. 
Improvement Co. vs. Munson. Insurance Co. vs. 
In re Foster’s Will. Insurance Co. vs. 
In re J. B. Palmer’s Trade-Mark.... Insurance Co. vs. 
In re Ralph’s Trade-Mark 268 Insurance Co. vs, 
In re the California Mut. Life Ins Co. po Insurance Co, vs. 
Ingiaham vs. Whitmore 6 Insurance Co. vs. 
Inman vs. Railway Co Insurance Co. vs. 
Innes vs. Wylie Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. Amick 0 Insurance Co. vs. Go 
Insurance Co. vs. Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. Insurauce Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. Tusurance Co, vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. vs. 2 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. : Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. 4 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. vs. 


Insurance Co. vs. 


Golden. . 75, 526, oH 


747, 886, ser 
Archdeacon 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
642 Insurance Co. vs. 


e 
Hoffman. . 


.1014, io 
; 819 


Insurance Co. vs. 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vi 


Insurance Co. 


, 


vs. 


295, “s06, 550, 923 


Insurance Co. 
7 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
9 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
4 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 


vs. 


vs, 


vs. 


ve. 
vs. 


vs. 
vs. 


Huth 


vs. Johnson .338, 383, 936 





Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insnrance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurauce Co, 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. 
Insurance Co. 

Insurance Co. 


Index to Volume XX. 


. McConkey... 
- McCrea 


. McGregor 
- McLanathan. .20, 132 
. McLanghlin.... . 

. McLimans 
- McMillen 
, ao’ 
. Maguire. . 

. Mahone 

. Manning 

. Manufactu 
. Martin 


. Pearce. 


Insurance Co. vs. Shryer bin be kgs oe ik 


27 Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
: Co. 
Insurance Oo. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Tusurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co, 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


vs. Spiers 
vs. Stanchfield 


vs. Steiger 
vs. Stevens 
vs. Stewart 


vs. Sturgis 


vs. Throop 
vs. Tucker 


30 Insurance Co. 


ring Co.500 
3 


25 Insurance Co. 


7 Insurance Co. 


. Norto 
OSI, 594, 654, 907, a 
331 


20, 131, 546, = 


\ Perrine. Be 
. Pickel.. 
. Palver 


. Rogers 
. Rosenberger ..588, 589 
h 588 


. 75, 887, 933 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. vs. , West... 
vs. Whitehill || 
vs. Wilcox 
vs. Wilkinson. . 

132, 138, 140, 349, 466, 488, 761, pt 
Insurance Co. vs, Wise 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. vs. Young 
Jackson vs, Insurance Co 


Jeffries vs. Insurance Co 

Jennings vs. Insurance Co 

Jerdee vs. Insurance Co 

Jewell vs. Grand Lodge 

3 Johnson vs. Cunningham 

Johnson vs; Insurance Co.132, 410, 1013 
Johnson vs. Irasburg 1037 


0 Johnson’s Ex’r vs. Jenning’s Adm. a 


. Robertson. ... 
. Robinson .. 


Jones vs. Call 

Jones vs. Insurance Co 

Jones vs. Ireland 

Jones vs. Robinson . 

Jones Mfg. Co. vs. Insurance Co.... 
Jordan vs.-Insurance Co 

Joyce vs. Insurance Co. 

Kansas Home Ins. Co. vs. Wilder.... 
Kausal vs. Association 


Keesling vs. Watson 

Keith vs. Optical Co 

Kelly Va. AGQmng. ..0:.5006% a ssaewas 334 
Kelly vs. Ancient Order 984 
Kelly vs. Insurance Co.. 

Kelsey vs. Oil Co 

Kelton vs. Taylor 

Kent, Comm 





1126 


Key vs. Insurance Co 
Killips vs. Insurance Co 
Kimball vs. Insurance Co 
Kimball vs. Lawson 

King vs. Insurance Co 
King vs. Kelly 

King vs. Trick 

Kitchen vs. Insurance Co 
Klein vs. Insurance Co 
Knights of Honor vs. Nairn.. 
Know vs. Insurance Co 
Knudson vs. Insurance Co 
Koontz vs. Insurance Co 
Korn vs. Society 

Kreiser’s Appeal 

Kuney vs. Insurance Co 


Lamberton vs. Insurance Co... ..22, 479 
Lancaster Mills vs. Merchants Cotton 
Press & Storage Co. et al, 

Lancy vs. Insurance Co 

Lane vs. DeMets.............. ....1056 

Lanfond vs. Deems 

Lappin vs. Insurance Co........... 222 

Larimer vs. Knoyle 353 

Lasher vs. Insurance Co 

panne vs. Van Horne 

Lee vs. 

Lee vs. ae Co... 

Leete vs. Society 

Legion of Honor vs. Bi 
661, ” 664, 666, 667 

Legion of Honor vs. Smith 

Lehman vs. Dozier 

Juevy et al. vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co..574 

Lewis vs. Insurance Co...... paras 271 

Lindl. Partn 

Lineberger vs. Tidwell.... 

Lipman vs. Insurance Co 

Liverpool, etc., Co. vs. Phenix Ins. 

Co 


Index to Volume XX. 


PAGE. 


; Lycoming Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dickin- 


Lyman vs. Insurance Co 
MURDER VR ONE yon, sos oscieta sss 533 
Ge pmo vs. Dalzell 


304 McArthur vs. Home Life Ass’n 


McConihay vs. Wright 
McConnell vs. Seactiaiin ee 
McCoy vs. Insurance Co 
McCraken vs. Finley 
McCraney vs. McCraney 
McDermott vs. Association 
McDonald vs. Webster 


McFall vs. Machine Co 
McFarland vs. Insurance Co. .. 


64 McGlinchery vs. Casualty Co 


McGowan vs. Insurance Co.... .. ..93 
McGurk vs. Insurance Co 

PONE Wile CONOUNIS i572 6 nin. 0a a u0 2.07.8 : 
McKinney vs. State 

McKnight vs. Dunlop 

McLoon vs. Cummings 


9 McNamara vs. Railway Co 


Mace vs. Association Co 


Macph. Inf 
Macy vs. Iusurance Co 


62 Magaw vs. Lambert 


Magee vs. Young 

Mahone’s Case 

Mallory vs. Insurance Co 

Manley vs. Insurance Co 

Manro vs. Almeida 

Manufacturers Ins. Co. vs. Western 
Assurance Co 


9 Manufacturing Co. vs. Ass’e Co. 


Manufacturing Co. vs. Forsyth .. 


2 Manufacturing Co. vs. Nairn 


Livingston vs. Ives 

Lockwood vs. Insurance Co........ 
Loehner vs. Insurance Co 

Longley vs. Daly 

Loos vs. Hancock Life Ins. Co 
Losey vs. Bond 

Lou 


Sav. Bank 
Louisiana Ins. 
Ins. Co 


Co. vs. New Orleans 
695 


Mares vs. Railroad Co 
Marine ee Co. vs. St. Louis, etc., 


Marks vs. ‘Tichenor 

Marsh Insurance 

Marsh vs. Richardson 

Marshall vs. Manufacturing Co. oe 
Martin vs. Davis 

Martin vs. Insurance Co.. 

Marthinson vs. Insurance Co... 
Martindale vs. Parsons 


50 Marvin vs, Insurance Co 


Luce vs. Insurance Co...... .. 
Luckett vs. Townsend 

Luke vs. Lyde 

Lunt vs. Insurance Co 

Lutz vs. Kelly 


Mason vs. Stainsbury 
Masonic Mutual Benefit Society vs. . 


Massie vs. Donaldson 
Mathewson vs. Bank 





Index to Volume XX. 


PAGE 
Matter of Hall 
Mauney vs. Coit 
May on Insurance... .40, 50, 71, 109, 
125, 140, 161, 168, 181, 191, 325, 
333, 336, 349, 381, 412, 413, 414, 
442, 517, 638, 653, 747, 793, 794, 
795, 797, 881, 887, 926, ‘020, 
1 


Mayer vs. Attorney-General 
Mayer vs. Insurance Co.. 
Meehan vs, Valentine 
Melhop vs, Doan 

Mellen vs. Insurance Co 
Mentz vs. Ins. Co 


Mickey vs. Insurance Co 
Miles vs. Insurance Co 
Miller vs. Association 
Miller vs. Cuddy. 

Miller vs. Hawker 

Miller vs. Insurance Co 
Miller vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 
Mills VS. nae 


Neuendorf vs. Insurance Co 
New Etie. Life Ass’n vs. Musser 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Fletcher. 431 
Newby vs. Railway Co 268 
Newby & Taylor vs. Hill & Million .993 
Niagara Falls, etc., Co. vs. Bachman .433 
Nibl. Mut. Ben. Sac 7, 558 
Norment vs. Brown. 38 
64 Norristown Title, etc., Co. vs. Han- 
cock Ins. Co 
Norwich, etc. ——— Co. vs. West- 
ern Miss. Ins. © 
5 Nurney vs. iamashes Co. 
271, 272, 277, 609 
3 Nussbaum et al. vs. Northern Ins. Co. 


Oil Co. vs. Perry 

O’Laughlin vs. Gray 

Old Saucelito L. &D. D. Co. vs. Com- 
mercial Union Assurance Co.. 

Olivari vs. Insurance Co 

Olmstead vs. Insurance Co 


a City vs. Dauiel 
2 


Mining Co, vs. Tierney 
Minor Inst. 


Co 
Monmouth, etc., Ins. Co. vs. Hutch- 
inson, ete., Transp. Co. 64 
Montgomery vs. Hickman 
Montgomery vs. Tate 
Moore vs. Mayor 
Moorwood vs. Enequist 
Morris vs. Sterm 
Morrison ys. Insurance Co. 
23, 138, 439, 486, = 
Moshier vs, Shear 
Mosley vs. Insurance Co 
Motley vs. Jones 
Moulor vs, Insurance Co 
Mowry vs. Rosendale 
Mueller vs. Insurance Co 
Mulry vs. Insurance Co 
Murdock vs. Insurance Co 
Murray vs. Insurance Co. . 936 
Mutual Ass’e Soc. vs. Insurance Co. .526 
Mutual Ass’e Soc. vs. Scottish Union 
and National Ins. Co 36 


App 
Mygatt. vs. Insurance Co 
Mynatt vs. State 
Nassauer vs. Insurance Co 
National Bank vs. Insurance 1 


Neal vs. State 


914 Oshkosh Co. vs. Insurance Co. 
Oshkosh Gas-Light Co. vs. German 
8 


O’Rielly vs. London Assurance 
Oriental Bank vs. Tremont Ins. Co.. - 
sient q 


Fire Ins. Co 15 
Owens vs. ‘Holland Purchase Ins. Co 446 
Owens vs. Insurance Co 1021 
Paducah Lumber Co.vs. The Paducah 

Water Supply Co 671 
Pallazino vs.. Societ 
Palm vs. Insurance Co.. 

Park, Dower 


Pars. Shipp. & Adm 

Patridge. vs. Insurance Co 

Paul vs. Insurance Co. 

Paul vs. Travelers.Ins. Co. 

Peltz vs. Supreme Chamber Order of 
Financial Union 57 

Pelzer ty 3 Co. vs. St. Paul F. & M. - 


ta ser Co. vs. Marion. ...... 529 
People vs. .Cook 

People.vs. Davenport 

People vs. Insurance, etc., Co. .564, 944 
People vs. Nelson 557 


334 People vs. Railroad 





1128 


PAGE 


Index to Volume XX. 


PAGE 
Peoples vs. Society......... waagd _ Bindge va. BOGGty. . ccc vicceiescs 452 
Peoria Ins. Co. vs a... esce->. O©7 Bing va. Ansociation........6...... 1010 
Peyton vs. Harmon.............. .-684 Ripley vs. Insurance Co....... 517, 924 
OUR TR. SNOO. 53... kev doe sce'g sta 1051 Ritter vs. Smith........... ....... 34 
Phillips on Insurance . 140, 410, 517, 728 Rivara vs. Insurance Co............ 32 
Phcenix Ins. Co. vs. Erie, ete., Transp. Robinson vs. Insurance Co.... .... 610 
BOG baled il wa eeiaes aedae-eee G42; GOB Tosods, THB. oii. ccs cecewsess cer 695 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Spiers. -785 Roche vs. Association......... .... 477 
Pickel vs. Insurance 45, 132, 887 Rogers vs. Insurance Co.. .75, 526, 887 
Pierce vs. Insurance Co. +27, 649, 926 Rohrback vs. Insurance Co......... 77 
Piopeoti ve, Cronk. «3.05 0:0 cicivceseses 575 Roper on Husband and Wife....... .335 
Pingrey vs. Insurance So. ........ 1049 Roper vs. Lendon................. 106 
Plank Road Co. vs. Bruce.......... 549 Rothschild vs. Insurance Co........ 161 
Plath vs. Insurance Ass’n.........- 931 Rowley vs. Insurance Co .......... 349 
Platz vs. City of Cohoes.......... 1037 Rowswell vs. Aid Union........... 1014 
Pleasants vs. Fant.......... Lane 256 Ruse vs. Insurance Co............. 753 
Plumb vs. Insurance Co...... are aoe Russell vs. Insurance Co........... 211 
EM NIM faik os O06 6 «g elt ob dale 6 Ryder vs. Wombwell............... 255 
Post vs. urance Co.... .271, 345, 763 St. John vs. Insurance Co.......... 394 
Poultny vs. Bachman.............. 554 San Fernando vs. Jackson.......... 649 
Powell va. Bailroad.......... 22.0. 6ce5e 789 Sanborn vs. Insurance Co. .345, 756, 763 
Powers vs. Association............. 216 Sanford vs. Association............. 437 
Powers vs. Insurance Co....... ... 9n0 ‘Bansom Va. DOs Sedcisidcs ee. .622 
att ve. Madlora,... 6.600. 6000 644,740 Sarsfield vs. Insurance Co.......... 856 
Prentice vs. Insurance Co.......... 252 Savage vs. Insurance Co............ 178 
BNO VRS BRIO. 6.5 viicied saidees vs 1052 Schee vs. Wiseman................ 222 
Prichard vs. Society............... 590 Schillinger vs. Boes............. 504 
Protective Union vs. Gardner...20, 546 Schomer vs. Insurance Co.......... 345 
Pultord vs. Fire Department........ 246 Schoneman vs. Insurance Co... .15, 210 
Wee WE. HORT... oss veevecviace’s 990 Schonfield vs. Turner............. 1052 
Putnam vs. Insurance Co...... 756, 761 Schouler, Bailm............... an 709 
Quarrier vs. Insurance Co. ....753, 9833 Schumitsch' vs. Insurance Co....... 929 
Quinn vs. Association.............. 569 Schuster vs. Insurance Co.......... 933 
Railroad Co. vs. Ellison..... ..... G6 Soott vs Avery.......ccccccecs 276, 604 
Railroad Co. vs. Gilbert............ 705 Scotton vs. Mann... ..........-..+- 334 
Railroad Co. vs. Harris............. 336 Scripture vs. Insurance Co.... .191, 406 
Railroad Co. vs. Mitchell........... 706 Seaver vs. Bigelows......... seares 240 
Railroad Co. vs. Smith ....... .....451 Semmes vs, Insurance Co........... 550 
Railroad Co. vs. Tyson............. MT REIS VRE, MOION so a vcciciwonie esctee 1002 
Railroad vs. iaeeen Pane eke Sis fear 708 Servoss vs. Society..............005 908 
Railway Co. vs. Acres.............. 68 Seward vs. ~~ of Rochester........ 106 
Railway Co. vs. Stout.............. 880 Seymour vs. Farquhar............. 356 
Railway Co. vs. Wynn............. 708 Shackleton vs. Sun Fire Office...... 500 
PRMIUION, VE., LMNOO .....5 oc cicceseviess 1002 Shafer vs. Insurance Co. . 22, 138 
Randall vs. Insurance Co...... 614, 616 Shepard et al. vs. Northwestern Mut. 
Rapalge’s Law Dic................ 518 Eafe Int: Cos 6UO8.. 5 0. ck sacs 572 
Rapp vs. Palmer..... .... .......- 586 Shephard vs. Watrous.............. 712 
a eres sei 1050 Shepherd vs. Peabody.............. 687 
Reaves vs. Garrett................. 803 Sheppard vs. Insurance Co.......... 686 
Redf. Wills. .318, 631, 912, 914, 916, 920 Sherman vs. Insurance Co.......... 786 
Redstrake vs. Insurance Co........ 892 Ship Virgin........ «+. cesses eees 446 
Reed vs. Insurance Co.106, 271, 610,716 Sierra, etc., Min. Co. vs. Hartford 
Renier vs. Insurance Co..... 21, : £04, Fire Ins. OOintis soit veieseves: 283 
Renk vs. Herrman Lodge .. ....... SOR. BUM Wa RAs. aioe cisnc’ cevcdsins 802 
Reushaw vs. Shemanad Co.....391, 394 Simeral vs. Insurance Co........... 437 
Rice vs. Society............. *452, "1014 Simmons vs. Clark..........+...+-- 225 
Mich va. Lambert. ..-:...scccecessss 709 Simpson vs. Insurance Co.......... 590 
Richardson vs. Insurance Co.... ... 87 Sims vs. Insurance Co............. 390 
Richmond vs. Insurance Co......... 22 Sinclair vs. Assurance Co........... 795 
Richmond vs. Johnson............. 915 Skidmore vs. Bradford............. 949 


Riddlesbarger vs. Insurance Co.517, 949 


Skilbeck vs. Garbeck..........+++.- 462 








Index to Volume XX. 


Skiles vs. Houston 
Smith vs. De: 


Smith vs. 425 
Smith vs. iaselinee Co .38, 258, 726, 728 
Smith vs. McIver....... Rp ue nee aes 238 
Smith vs. 
Smith’s Appeal 
Society vs. Fietsam 
Society vs. Weatherly 
Society vs. Winthrop 
Sowmers vs. Railroad Co 
Spain vs. Hamilton's Adm’r 
Selasre vs Chew 
Sprague vs. Norway 
Stainbank vs. Fenning 
Stainbank vs. Shepard 
Stamps vs. Insurance Co 
Standard Oil Co. vs. Triumph Ins. 
Co 973, 974 


Stapilton vs. Stapilton 

State vs. Association. 

557, 630, 810, 834, 911 
81 


State vs. Critchett 

State vs. Grand tales and Henry 
Clay Lodge Knights of Pythias. .864 

State vs. H 9 

State vs. J 

State vs. 

State vs. 

State vs. 

State vs. 

State vs. Whitmore 

State of Louisiana vs. New England 
Mut. Life Ins. Co. et. al 

Statham’s Case 

Steen vs. Insurance Co 


Stephenson vs. Insurance Co... °.. ” 610 
Stevens vs. Regenstien 

Stibbe vs. Insurance Co 

Stokes vs. Saltonstall 


1129 


PAGE 
Swarthout vs. Railroad Co .644, a 740 
Sweeney vs. Thompson 
Swick vs. Insurance Co 936 
Swift vs. R. P. & F. C. Benefit Ass’n. 78 
8. & L. Society vs. Thompson 
Tate vs. Insurance Co.............. 356 
Taylor vs. Bray 
Taylor vs. Insurance Co. 
Taylor vs. Plummer 
Tennant vs. Insurance Co 


Thallhimer vs. 

Thayer vs. Insurance Co 
The Amos D. Carver 
The Joseph Farwell 

The Micanor 

The Nathaniel Hooper 
Thob. Co. Litt 

Thomp. Neg 


.990 Thompson vs. Insurance Co.124, 125, 37 
9 


Thompson vs. Railroad Co 
Tibbits vs. Tibbits 
Tilson vs. Terwillinger 
Titsworth vs. Titsworth 
Titus vs. Insurance Co. 

252, 582, 654, 788, - 
Titus vs. Railroad Co 355 
Tobin vs. Society 
Toomey vs. Railway Co 
Town of Ligonier vs. Ackerman..... 
Town of Princeton vs. Vierling......711 
Townsend vs. Stone Dressing Co....109 
Transporatation Co. vs. Bloch 
Transporatation Co. vs. Downer. ... 
Trigg vs. Read 
Trimble vs. Fariss 


‘Truesdale vs. Cummings 
Trust Co. vs. Boardman 


Turner vs. Jenkins 


9 Turney vs. Wilson 


Straus vs. " Beardsley 

Stupetski vs. Insurance Co 

Stylow vs. Insurance Co 

Sugg vs. Insurance Co 

Sullivan vs. Frink 5 

Sullivan vs. Insurance Co. . .19, 546, = 

Supreme Council, etc. vs. Preist. . 

Supreme Council vs. Garrigus 

Supreme Council vs. Green 

Supreme Council vs. Perry 

Supreme Lodge, etc., vs. Johnson. . 

Supreme Lodge vs. Knight 

Sutro Tunnel Co. vs. Segregated 
Belcher Mining Co 

Sutton vs. Town of Wauwatosa... 

Suydam vs, Johnson 

IWS WE DOW 5.05 oeteas sooee 


242 
2 


605 Van Valkenburg 


Tyler vs. Insurance Co 

Udderzook’s Case 

Underhill vs. Van Cortlandt. ... 

Union Mut. Marine Ins. Co. vs. O 
ers of the Steamer Roanoke... . 

U. 8S. Trust Co. vs. M. B. L. I 


United States vs. Duncan 

United States vs. Robeson 

Universal Ins. Co. vs. Block 

Valton vs. Ass’n 

Van Cortlandt vs. Underhill 

Van Slyke vs. Hyatt 

vs. ae Co. .936 
Vavghan vs. Lewelly 

Viele vs. Insurance Bo. 390, 786, 788, 906 
Vilas vs. N. Y. Central Ins. Co 446 





1130 


Viner vs. Francis.. ... 

Vlierboom vs. Chapman. 

Wadkins vs. Hill 32 

Wadleigh vs. Standard Life & Acci- 
dent Ins. Co 575 

Wait, Act. & Def. ........ 355, 517, = 

Walker vs. Douglas 

Wall vs. Insurance Co 

Wall vs. Society 

Wallace vs. Insurance Co 


Index to Volume XX. 


Wilson’s Appeal 
Winans vs. Insurance Co 


3 Wing vs. Stewart 


Walsh vs. Association 
Walsh vs. Insurance Co 
Walsh vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co 
Walter vs. Society 
Walworth vs. Abel 
Want vs. Blunt 
Ward vs. Londesborough 
Warnecke vs. Lembca 
Washington Mills Mfg. Co. vs. Wey- 
mouth Ins. Co 26 
Wat. Corp 
Waters vs. Insurance Co. 
Waugh vs. Carver 
Webster vs. Insurance Co 
Weiger vs. Gould 
Weil vs. Lowenthal.......... aeoaten 
Welch vs. Hicks 
Wells vs. Insurance Co. 
Wenzel vs. Insurance Co 
West vs. Chamberlain 
West vs. Insurance Co 
Westchester Ins. Co. vs. Earle 
Western Ins. Co. vs. Transportation 
Co 790 
Wethered vs. Wethered. 
417, 462, 1002 
Wheaton vs. Insurance Co.635, 649, 650 
White vs. Insurance Co 
Whitehead vs. Ins. Co 
Whitehead vs. N. Y. L. I. Co 
Whitridge vs. Barry 
Wiggin vs. Knights of Pythias. .630, 911 
Wiggins vs. McDonald 993 
Wilkinson vs. Roper,.......... $50, 852 


2 Wood, Le 


262 Winrow vs. Raymond 


Winter vs. Insurance Co 
Wisconsin F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Man- 
istee Salt & Lumber Co. 8 


990 Wise vs. Morgan 


80 
Wood on Ins... .15, 23, 51, 56, 71, 81, 
138, 167, 191, 259, 262, 271, 333, 
337, 352, 390, 410, 429, 487, 488, 
526, 622, 642, 686, 736, 756, 757, 
760, 761, 786, 790, 793, 848, 857, 
887, 892, 1020, 1021 


8 Wood’s Field, Corp 


Worsley vs. Wood 

Wright vs. Insurance Co 

Wright vs. Jordan 

Wright va. Wright... .. -.......00005 335 

Wrottesley vs. Bendish 1002 

Wycherly vs. Wycherly. 

Wyman vs. Wyman 

Wynne vs. Insurance Co........... 790 

Yoe vs. Association 243 

York et al. vs. Bankers & Merchants 
Mut. Life Ass’n oe 

York vs. State 

Young vs. Insurance Co 

Zell vs. Insurance Co 


























INDEX OF CASES REPORTED. 


TWENTY YEARS. 


Volumes I. to XX., inclusive. 





Abbott et al. vs. Curtis & Co. Mfg. tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Mason XIV., 572° i} 


Nliuiedchaintnancstceancetteukinae’ XVII. 34 Aftna Life Ins. Co. vs. Nixon.......... XI., 570° 
Abels vs. Mobile Real Estate Co. et tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Paul............ XI., 314 
al.; Planters & Mer. Ins. Co. vs. tna National Bank vs. United t| 
Mobile Real Estate Co. et al...... XX., 848 States Life Ins. Co. et al........... XV., 239 \ 
Abraham vs. North German Ins. Co.XIX., 511 tna National Bank etal. vs. Man- | 
Accident Ins. Co. of North America hattan Life Ins. Co. et al.......... XV., 235- ! 
WE FIG, ci coccctesencqscconsess XX., 769 Alttma Nat. Bank et al. vs. United 
Accident Ins. Co. of North America States Life Ins. Co. et al........... XV., 397 
ee eee XVI., 357 ° Agnew vs. Grand Lodge Ancient Or- 
Acker, Receiver, vs. Hite etal.......... x., 20 der of United Workmen........... XV., 232 
Adams vs. Manufacturers & Build- Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Bemiller.X VITI., 466 
Ce er eee ee XII., 787 Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Montague..VII., 708- 
Adams vs. National Mut. Benefit Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Race et al..XV., 633 
ME QR is cccth ck pitas dncevsccie XI., 710 Akin vs. Liverpool & L. & G. Ins. Co. VI., 341 




















Adams vs. Pittsburgh Ins. Co.. ---IV., 637 Alabama Gold Life Ins. Co. vs. Herron.X., 68: 
Adams vs. Pittsburgh Ins Co........... X., 673 Alabama Gold Life Ins. Co. vs. John- 
Adams et al. vs. Eidam............... XIX., 571 BO; ME ini cictcdiodatadvageens XVI., 427 
Adams, Ex’x, vs. Greenwich Ins. Co..V1., 705 Alabama Gold Life Ins. Co. vs, Lott....V., 897 
Addison vs. New England Commer- Alabama Gold Life Ins..Co. vs. Mo- 
cial Travelers’ Ass’n............. XVI., 732 WER SE CN Cig anc cscnvgcape XVI., 351 
Adkins vs. Columbia Life Ins. Co..... IX., 17 Albertvs.OrderofChosen Friends.XVIII., 154 
Adriatic Fire Ins. Co. etal. vs. Tread- Albion Lead Works vs. Williamsburgh 
WORE cS paca iwaxncihateccedesseeden XII., 667 CREF FINO TAG OW csincscccdcoscceces IX., 435 
tna Fire Ins.Co., of Hartford, vs. Aldrich vs. Mercantile Mut. Acc. 
City of Reading.................. XVITI., 515 GOR 6 siniinicte sgattaxigdicdennaaune XIX., 846: 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Baker et al..........-. X., 275 Alexander vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co...V., 360 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Boon et al........... VI., 938 Alexander, Receiver, vs. Katte........ XI., 556- 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Burns...............-- V., 69 Alexander, Receiver, vs. Relfe, Supt...X., 460 { 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Farrel. .............- {II., 852 Alexanderetal. vs. Northwestern : i 


Etna Ins. Co. vs. Kittles et al 5 Masonic Aid Ass'n............. XVIII., 25- i 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Meyer........ .---- VIII.,§249 Alexandre et al.vs. Sun Mutual Ins.Co.II., 209 | 















tna Ins. Co. vs. Reed. Alkan vs. New Hampshire Ins. Co...XI., 125 
tna Ina: Co, vs. Resh.... Allemania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hurd.... VII., 169 
®tna Ins. Co. vs. Resh Allemania Fire Ins. Co. vs. McClure. VII., 182 
®tna Ins. Co. vs. Shryer et al....... XII., 768 Allemania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Peck etal.XX., 921 


tna Ins. Co. vs. Weisinger,Adm’r.XTIV., 151 Allemania Fire Ins. Co. vs. White 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. American 


{tna Life Ins. Co., of Hartford, 






Conn. vs. Ada Davey..........-. XVII., 114 FR Qs ckigciceteydediuscuconaiese XIX., 979 } 
®tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ada Davy Allen et al. vs. St. Louis Ins. Co........ X., 504 } 
(now Ada Ward)............... XVIII., 811 Allis vs. Ware etal....... chiding nxn nahel X., 651 
£tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Deming...... .XX., 524 Allison vs. Corn Exchange Ins, Co....III., 296 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ehrlich. ..... XIII., 383 Allison vs. Phenix Ins. Co........-...- IV., 198. 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ford.... ...... VII., 921 Allnut vs. High Court of Foresters..XV., 680 


tna Life Ins. Co. vs. France et al..... V., 257 Alston vs. Old North State Ins. Co. VIII., 428 
Xtna Life Ins. Co. vs. France et al....VI., 331 Amazon Ins. Co. vs. Cappellar, Audi- 
tna Life Ins. Covs. Hanna etal...XX., 997 «tO. noone c eee ne cece ere cc cree XII., 165 






1132 


Amazon Ins. Co. vs. The Iron Moun- 


Amelia A. Gunther etal., Executors, 
etc., vs. Liverpool & London & 
Globe Ins. Co. 


American Basket Co. vs. Farmville 


American Central Insurance Co. vs. 
Hathaway 
American Central Ins.Co. vs. Haws.XVII., 154 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. Mc- 
Lanathan 


American Central Ins. Co. vs. 
Sweetzer et al XVIII., 224 


American Express Co.vs.Triumph Ins. 


American Fire Ins. 
Brighton Mfg. Co "_.XVIL, 749 


American Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hazen & 


American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. 
American Ins. Co. vs. 
American Ins. Co. vs. 


American Life Ins. 


. Avery etal.... 
. Barnett. 

. Capps. ... 

. Cougle. .. 


Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co 

Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 

Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 
Co. 


vs. 
vs. 
vs. 

vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 


Leonard 
McWhorter .... 


VIII., 437 
Replogel.... XVII., 456 
13 


American Life Ins. Co. vs. McAden..XV., 359 

American Life Ins. and Trust Co. vs. 
Rosenagle 

American Order of Scottish Clans vs. 


American Towing Co. vs. German 
Fire Ins. Co 


Index of Cases Reported.—Twenty Years. 


American Towing Co., of Baltimore 
City,vs. German Fire Ins. Co. and 
Rochester German Fire Ins. Co...XX., 190 


American Underwriters’ Ass’n vs. 


Ames et al. vs. Northwestern Mfrs. 

Mut. Ins. Co, . 
Ampleman vs. Citizens Ins. Co...XVIII., 393 
Ampleman vs. North British & 

Mercantile Ins. Co XVIILI., 399 
Amsnick et al. vs. American Ins. Co. 


Anders vs. Supreme Lodge, Knights 
XIX., 861 
XVIL., 549 
Anderson et al. vs. St. Louis Mut. Life 


Andes Ins. Co. vs. Illinois Mut. Ins.Co. IL, 899 
Andes Ins. Co. vs. Loehr 


Andreveno vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Life Ass’n 
Andrews vs. 4tna Life Ins. Co . 
Andrus et al. vs. Home Ins. Co....X VIII., 633 
Angel vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.......IV., 427 
Angle vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. 


Appeal of Beatty... 
Appeal of Brown.. 
Appeal of Brown XVIII., 895 
Appeal of the Susquehanna Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co. 
Appleby et al. vs. Astor Fire Ins. Co..II., 783 
Appleton Iron Co. et al. vs. British 

MMOEIAR TRB. DO ee « v0 060s aces cccee¥ bbbn AO e 
Arff vs. Star Fire Ins. Co. 


Arkansas etc. Ins. Co. vs. Bostic and 


Arkell et al. vs. Commerce Ins, Co....VI., 251 
Armour et al. vs. Transatlantic Fire 


Armstrong vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.. 
Armstrong vs. State Ins. Co. 
Arnold et al. vs. Pacific Mutual Ins. 


Arrott vs. Walker 

Arthur vs. Homestead Fire Ins. Co. VIII., 918 
Ash vs. Guie 

Ashbrook vs. Phenix Mut. Life 


Atherton vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 
Atkinson vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 
Atkinson et al. vs. Great Western 
Atlantic Ins, Co. vs. Manning VII., 157 
on General vs. Atlantic Mut. 


Attorney-General vs. Continental 
Life Ins. Co 
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Attorney-General vs. Guardian Mut. 

Life Ins. Co 
Attorney-General vs. Mercantile Ma- 

rine Ins. Co 
Attorney-General vs. North America 

Life Ins. Co 
Attorney-General vs. North America 

Life Ins. Co 
Attorney-General vs. North America 

Life Ins. Co 
Aultman vs. McConnell XVIIL. 155 
Aurora Fire Ins. Co. vs. Eddy........... I., 752 
Aurora Fire Ins. Co. vs. Johnson Iil., 907 
Aurora F. & M. Ins, Co. vs. Hopkins 


Aurora F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Kranich..VI., 676 

Aveling vs. Northwestern Ma- 
sonic Aid Ass’n 

Avery vs. Equitable Life Assurance 


72 


Bacon vs. Brotherhood of Railroad 
Brakemen 

Bacon vs. Clyne 

Bacon vs. U. S. Mutual Accident 


Bacon vs. United States Mutual Ac- 

cident Ass’n 
Badenfeld vs. Massachusetts Mutual 

Accident Ass’n 
Badger vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co 
Badger vs. Phenix Ins. Co. 
Bagley vs. Grand Lodge, A. 0. U.W..XIX., 167 
Baile et al. vs. St. Joseph F. & M. Ins. 


III., 442 
Bailey etal.vs. Mutual Benefit Ass’n..XV., 793 
Baily & Pond vs.London & Lancashire 


Baker vs. 
Baker vs. 
Baker vs. 
Baker vs. 
Baker vs. 


Home Life Ins. Co.... 
Home Life Ins. Co. 
Baker vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co...XVII., 668 
Baker vs. Union Mutual Life Ins. Co...I., .95 
Baker et al. vs. German Fire Ins. Co.XIX., 802 
Baker et ux. vs. Firemen’s Fund 
Ins. Co. et al 
Baldwin vs. Chouteau Ins. Co 
Baldwin vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Baldwin vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Baldwin et al. vs. State Ins. Co. 
Baley vs. Homestead Fire Ins. Co 
Ball vs. Granite State Mut. Aid 
Ass’n 
Ball vs. Watertown Fire Ins. Co 
Ball & Sage Wagon Co. vs. Aurora 
F, & M. Ins. Co 
Ballou vs. Gile, Adm’r 


., 231 
Bammessel vs. Brewers’ Fire Ins. Co. VII., 767 
Bancroft vs. Home Benefit Ass’n....XIX., 468 
Bane vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co XVI., 749 
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Bank of New South Wales vs. Royal 
Ins. Co. (English) 

Bank of Oil City, Assignee, vs. Guar- 
dian Mut. Life Ins. Co 

Bank of River Falls vs. German- 
American Ins. Co 

Bankers & Merchants’ 
Ass’n vs. Stapp . 

Barber vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co..XII., 683 

Bardwell, Adm’r, vs. Conway Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co. 

Barker vs. Beeber, Receiver 

Barnes vs. Hekla Fire Ins. Co.... 

Barnes vs. McMurtry 

Barnes, Adm’r,vs. Piedmont & Arling- 


Mut. Life 


Barnes etal.vs, Hartford Fire Ins. Co..XI., 111 
Barns vs. Globe Ins. Co 


Barry vs. Boston Marine Ins. Co 
Barry vs. Equitable Life Ass’e Soci- 


Barry vs. Hamburg-Bremen re 
Ins. Co 
Barry vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. et - YH” 
Barry vs. United States Mut. Acci- 
dent Ass’n 
Barteau, Ex’r, vs. Phoenix Mut. Life 


» 691 
74 


Bartlett vs. Chouteau Ins. Co 
Bartlett vs. Fireman’s Fund Ins. 
XVIII, 554 

Bartlett vs. Iowa State Ins. Co...XVIII., 389 
Barton vs. Provident Mut. Relief 

Ass’n 
Bassett vs. Parsons 
Batchelder vs. Queen Ins. Co. 
Batchelder et al. vs. Ins. Co. of 

North America 
Batcheller vs. Commercial Union 

Ass’e Co 
Batchelor vs. People’s Fire Ins. Co... 
Batdorf, Ex’r, vs. Fehler 
Bates vs. Commercial Ins. Co. et al... 
Bates vs. Detroit Mut. Benefit Ass’n. XIII., 
Bauer vs. Samson Lodge, Knights of 

Pythias 
Baxter vs. Brooklyn Life Ins. Co....XIX., 334 
Baxter etal. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.XI., 600 
Baylis vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co i 
Beck & Bolte vs. Hibernia Ins. Co....VI., 272 
Becker vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co XI., 595 
Beckman vs. Wilson. 
Beebe et al. vs. Equitable Mut. 

L. & E. Ass’n XVIII., 141 
Beech vs. Far. & Breeders Mut. Live- 

stock lns. Ass’n . 
Behler vs. German Mut. Fire Ins. Co.IX., 778 
Behrens vs. Germania Ins. Co 
Behrens vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co.XIII., 653 
Beisecker vs. 4tna Life Ins. Co 
Bellatty vs. Thomaston Mut. Fire 


79 
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Ben Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Flynn 


‘Ben Franklin Ins. Co. vs. Gillett. 
Beneo et al. vs. Yesler et al 
Bennecke vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins, Co..XI., 293 
-Bennett vs. Agricultural Ins. Co.....XII., 569 
Bennett vs. Agricultural Ins. Co...XIII., 817 
Bennett vs. Agricultural Ins. Co....XVI., 971 
Bennett vs. City Ins. Co. 
Bennett vs. Council Bluffs Ins. Co..XVI., 774 
Bennett vs. North British & Mercan- 

tile Ins. Co 
‘Bennett et al., Admr’s, vs. Lycoming 

Mut. Ins. Co ° 
Benninghoff vs.Agricultural Ins.Co.XIIL., 
Bent vs. Hart. 
.Bentz vs. Northwestern Aid Ass’n..XIX., 142 
Bergman vs. St. Louis Life Ins. Co 
Berkshire Life Ins. Co. vs. Royse et al.X., 231 
Bernays vs. United States Mutual 

Accident Ass’n 
Bernero vs. Insurance Companies.X VII., 
Bernhard, Adm’r, vs. Washington Life 


Bernheimer vs. City of Leadville. ...XIX., 938 
Berry et al. vs. Knights ‘Templars & 
Masons’ Life Indemnity Co. ...... xxX., 
_Berwin vs. Peoples’ Ins. Co 
Berwind and others vs. Green- 
wich Ins. Co XVIIL., 369 
Bewley et al. vs. Equitable Life Ass’e 


804 


.Biddeford Savings Bank vs. Dwell- 
ing-House Ins. Co. 
Bigelow vs. State Mutual Ins. Co....VII., 606 
Bigelow etal., Admr’s, vs. Berkshire 
Life Ins. Co 
_Biggs et al.vs.North Carolina Home 


Bingham vs. Home Life Ins. Co. et al..X., 704 
‘Bingham et al. vs. Insurance Co. of 

North America 
‘Bird vs. Penn Mutual Life Ins. Co 
Birmingham Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Pulver, for use, etc XVIII, 17 
‘Birmingham Ins. Co. vs. Kronk et al..XI., 737 
Bishop vs. Clay F. & M. Ins. Co -XI., 257 
.Bishop vs. Grand Lodge of the Em- 

pire Order of Mutual Aid 
Bishop et al., Trustees, vs. Clay F. & 


Black et al. vs. National Ins. 
Black et al. vs. Winnesheik Ins. Co..... I., 811 
Blackburn, Low & Co. vs. Vigors..X VII., 312 
Blackerby vs. Continental Ins. Co..XIII., 156 
Blackerby vs. Continental Ins. Co...XV., 756 
Blackmer vs. Royal Ins. Co. XVII., 676 
Blackstone, Receiver, vs. Allemania 
* III., 769 
‘Blackstone vs. Standard Life & 
Accident Ins. Co XVIIL., 497 
Blackwell vs. Miami Valley Ins. Co.XVI., 699 
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Blake & Co. vs. Hamburg-Bremen 


Blake et al. vs. Hamburg-Bremen 

Fire Ins. Co 
Blake Opera House Ins. Co. et al. 

vs. Home Ins. Co XVIILI., 373 
Blasingame vs. Home Ins. Co. etal.XVII., 611 
Block et al. vs. Valley Mut. Ins. Ass’n.XX., 555 
Bloom etal. vs. Franklin Life Ins.Co.XIV., 17 
Bloom etal. vs. Franklin Life Ins.Co. XII., 713 
Blooming Grove Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 

vs. McAnerny. 
Bloomington Mut. Life Benefit 

Ass’n vs. Blue 
Blossom vs. Lycoming Fire Ins. Co.. 
Blumer et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. 


Bobbitt vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co......... I., 596 
Bock vs. Ancient Order United 

Workmen, et al : 
Bockover vs. Life Ass’n of America..XII., 117 
Bodine etal. vs. Exchange Fire Ins.Co.II., 23 
Boecher vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co. et al..VII., 817 
Bogardus vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XV., 175 
Bogue, Receiver, vs. Tucker etal....XVI., 155 
Bois vs. Massachusetts Mut. Life 


Bomash etal. vs. Supreme Sitting of 

the Order of the Iron Hall 
Bomberger vs. United Brethren 

Mutual Aid Society of Pa 
Bon vs. Railway Pass. Ass’e Co 
Bonenfant vs. American Fire Ins.JCo.XX., 496 
Bonnert vs. Pennsylvania Ins. Co...XIX., 79 
Boon et al. vs. Attna Ins. Co 27 
Boos vs. World Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Borgards vs. Farmers’ Mutual Ins. 

Co.. 
Boright vs. Springfield F. & M. ‘Ins. 


Bosworth et al. vs. Western Mu- 

tual Aid Society 
Boulware vs. Davis et al 
Boundbrook Mut. Fire Ins. Ass’n 

vs. Nelson et al .» 869 
Boutelle vs. Westchester Fire Ins.Co. VII., 781 
Bowlin vs. Hekla Fire Ins. Co 
Bowman vs. Agricultural Ins, Co fein 
Bowman vs. Franklin Fire Ins. Co....III., 935 
Bowser vs. Lamb, Assignee 
Boyd vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co 


Boyd vs. Vanderbilt Ins. Co 
Boyden vs. Massachusetts Mutual 
Life Ins. Co 
Bradbury vs. Fire Ass’n of Eng- 
Bradfield vs. Union Mut. Ins. Co 
Bradford vs. Symondson (English)....X., 555 
Bradford et al. vs. Homestead Fire Ins. a 


Bradley, Ex’r, vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
TR GBiin o con ccnnanceddescencensgsss¢ed= I. 
Bradley vs. Hartford Steam Boiler 
Inspection & Ins. Co 
Brandup vs. St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co..X., 228 





Brant vs. Gallup et al. 
Braswell vs. American Life Ins.-€0::::V., 763 
Breisenmeister vs. Sup. Lodge K. of 

P. of the World 
Brennan, Ex’r, vs. Crouch; Jr: 
Brennan vs. Franey. 
Brenner vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co 
Brewer et al. vs. American Ins. Co... VI., 703 
Brewers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. Clausen....III., 919 
Bridgewater Iron Co. vs. Enterprise 


Briggs etal. vs. North British & Mer- 
. ¢antile Ins. Co 

Brighthope Ry. Co. vs. Rogers 
Brighton Mfg. Co. vs. Fire Ass’n 


Brink et al. vs. Hanover Fire Ins. Co.VI., 707 
Brink et al. vs. Hanover Fire Ins. Co.IX., 342 
British America Assurance Co. vs. 
XIX., 247 

British and Foreign Marine Ins. Co. 

vs. G., C. & 8. F. R. R. Co 
Britt vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins.Co. XX., 933 
Britton vs. Supreme Council of the 

Royal Arcanum. 
Broadwater et al. vs. Lion Fire Ins. 


Brockhaus vs. Kemna. 
Brockway, Adm’r, vs. Ztna Life 


Brockway, Adm’r, vs. Conn. Mut. 
Life Ins. Co 

Brockway, Adm’r, vs. Mutual Benefit 
Life Ins. Co 

Bromberg et al. vs. Minnesota Fire 


Brooklyn Life Ins. Co. vs. Dutcher..VII., 


18 
Brooklyn Life Ins. Co. vs. Miller I., 195 


Brooks vs. Phenix Mut. Life Ins. 


Brown vs. Grand Council Northwest- 

ern Legion of Honor et al 
Brown vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.XVI., 446 
Brown vs. State Ins. Co. XVIILI., 137 
Brown vs.Thames & Mersey Ins.Co. 


Brown, Adm’r, vs. Massachusetts 

Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Brown et al. vs. St. Nicholas Ins. Co..IV., 377 
-Browne vs. Clay F. & M. Ins. Co... VIII., 431 
Browning vs. Home Ins. Co 
Bruce, Adm’r, vs. Continental Life 


-Brumfield, vs. Union Ins. Co 
Brunswick Savings Institution vs. 
Commercial Union Ins. Co. 


VIII., 120 
-Bryan vs. Traders’ Ins. Co 


XVIL., 380 


Bryce vs. Lorillard Fire Ins. Co. 


Buchanan vs. Exchange Fire Ins. Co..IV., 457 
Buchanan vs. Westchester Co. Mut. 


Buck vs. Phoenix Ins. Co............XIV., 412 
Buck et al. vs. Piedmont and Arling- 

ton Life Ins. Co. et al 
Buckley et al. vs. Columbia Ins. Co...VI., 636 
Buckner vs. Grosvenor................III., 230 
Buell vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Buffalo Loan, Trust & Safe-Deposit 

Co. vs. Knights Templar & Ma- 

sonic Mutual Aid Ass’n..........XX., 
Burdett vs. Pheeuix Ins. Co XVII., 
Burdon et al. vs. Massachusetts 

Safety Fund Ass’n et al 
Burgess vs. Equitable Marine Ins. 

VIII., 103 


998 
68 


41 


Burke et al. vs. Globe Ins. Co ° 
Burkett et al. vs. Plankinton et al....XII., 737 
Burkhard vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co XII., 233 
Burkhard, Adm’r, vs. Travelers’ Ins. 


Burland vs. Northwestern M. B. 
MR i onsen eins Boecoatcbcdccesdak --XII., 191 
Burleigh et al. vs. Adriatic Fire Ins. 


Burlingame vs. Goodspeed et al. 

Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Gibbons 

Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Johnson XVI., 778 
Burnham vs. Boston!Marine Ins. Co..XV., 291 
Burson vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila 


VIII., 850 
Burton vs. Buckeye Ins. Co............ V., 547 
Burton vs. Connecticut Mutual 
Life Ins. Co XVIII., 713 
Busby vs. North America Life Ins.Co.III., 697 
Busby vs. North America Life Ins. 


Bush vs. Westchester Fire Ins. Co 

Bushnell, Adm’r, vs. Bushnell 

Bussinger vs. Bank of Watertown..XVI., 265 
Bussings’ Ex’rs vs. Union Mut. 

Life Ins. Co VIII., 218 
Butler vs. Walker. .............-...----..W., 335 
Butternut Mfg. Co. vs. Mfrs. Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co. 

Buzby vs. Phenix Ins. Co 

Byers ys. Farmers’ Ins. Co 

Byrne etal. vs. Casey et al. 

Cabell & McGuire vs. Southern 

Mut. Ins. Co 
Caffery vs. John Hancock Mut, Life 


California Ins. Co. vs. Gracey. 
California Ins. Co. vs. Union Com- 


Cammack vs. Lewis...........--- wesouié 
Campbell vs. American Fire Ins. 








1136 


Caplice vs. Kelly 
Cargill and others vs. Millers & 
Mfrs’. Mut. Ins. Co 
Carlin vs. Western Assurance Co....XII., 388 
Carlock vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Carlton et al.vs.Southern Mut. Ins. 


Carlwitz vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co..XII., 127 
Carmichael vs. Northwestern Mut. 

Benefit Association 12 
Carpenter vs. Centennial Life Ass’n..XV., 455 
Carpenter vs. Continental Ins. Co....XV., 667 
Carr vs. Insurance Companies XVII., 601 
Carr vs. Roger Williams Ins.Co.etal.XIII., 443 
Carr, Superintendent of Insur- 

ance, vs. Hamilton XVIII., 260 
Carrigan vs. Lycoming Fire Ins. Co....X., 606 
Carrigan vs. Massachusetts Benefit 

Association 
Carroll vs. Girard Fire Ins. Co XVI., 764 
Carson vs. German Ins. Co...........XIX., 626 
Carstairs, McCall & Co. vs. Mechan- 

ics & Traders’ Ins. Co 
Carter vs. Brooklyn Life Ins. Co...X VII., 606 
Carter vs. John Hancock Mut. Life 


30 


Cascade Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. 
Journal Pub. Co. 
Case vs. Mfrs. F. & M. Ins. Co XIX., 328 
Case vs. Sun Ins. Co ---X1X.,1050 
Cassa Marittima vs. Phoenix Ins.Co.XX., 443 
Casserly, Receiver,vs. Manners et al.III., 784 
Cassity, Jr., vs. New Orleans Ins. 
Association 


Castner etal. vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins.:\Co.X., 458 
Cates vs. Bales et al. 

Cauffield et al.vs.Continental Ins. Co..XI., 639 
Cawthorn vs. Perry 

Cayon vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co..XVI., 552 
Centennial Mutual Life Association 


Central City Ins. Co. vs. Oates....X VIII., 761 

Central National Bank vs. Conn. Mut. 
Life Ins. Co 

Central National Bank et al. vs. 
Hume etal 

Chadbourne vs. German-American 
DI bi cdnnetisantasctetandeuven XVI., 897 

Chalfant vs. Payton et al 

Chamberlain vs.New Hampshire Fire 


X., 897 


Chambers and Another vs. Atlas 

BG GOK 5 sc necincncecnsessssessasandteeiney BOL 
Chandler & Co. vs. St. Paul F. & M. 
Chapman vs. McIIwrath 
Chapman vs. Republic Life Ins. Co...IV., 511 
Charter Oak Life Ins. Co. vs. Brant..... I, 38 
Charter Oak Life Ins. Co. vs. Rodel.. VII., 284 
Charter Oak Life Ins. Co.vs. Sawyer 


Chartrand vs. Brace. " 
Chase vs. Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. VIL., 
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Cheek vs, North American Fire Ins, 

OP iadiicdbenaniessnnseccasnksveccssasennt IV., 
Cheek vs. Phenix Ins. Co IV., 99 
Cheek etal. vs. Columbia Fire Ins. Co.IV., 99 
Chesbrough et al. vs, Home Ins. Co..XV., 515 
Chetlain, Adm’r, vs. Republic Life 

Ins. Co. et al 
Chicago Life Ins. Co. vs. Needles, 


99 


Chicago Life Ins. Co. vs. Needles, 


Chicage Mut. Indemnity Ass’n et 

al. vs. Hunt,Attorney-General.X VIII., 234 
Chickering vs.Globe Mut. Life Ins.Co.IV., 417 
Childs vs. Millville Mut. M. & F. 


XVIIL., 241 

Church vs. Lafayette Fire Ins. Co 
Cincinnati Coffin Co. vs. Home Ins. Co.XI., 396 
Cincinnati Mut. Health Ass’e Co. vs. 

vt ccitetccnmnitdiedssaunnes L, 818 
Citizens Fire Ins. Co. vs. Parker -» 95 
Citizens F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Short. VIII., 126 
Citizens Ins. Co. vs. Ayers 
Citizens Ins. Co. vs. Hoffman. - 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. vs. Kountz Line. ...XI., 795 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. et al. vs. Parsons 


City Bank vs. Sovereign Life Ass’e 
Co. (English) 
City Five Cents Savings Bank vs. 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co 
City Ins. Co. vs. Bricker 
City Ins. Co. vs. Roberts et al 
City of Alton vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.IV., 155 
City of Memphis vs. Foreign Ins. Co...V., 175 
City of Portland vs. Union Mut. Life 


City Planing and Shingle Mill 

Co. vs. Merchants’, Manu- 

facturers’ & Citizens’ Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co XVIII., 197 
City Savings Bank vs. Whittle 
Claffey vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co....XV., 237 
Claflin vs. Insurance Companies....XIII., 177 
Clark and Murrell vs. The Port of Mo- 


Clark, Adm’r, vs. Allen 
Clark vs. Dwelling-House Ins, Co.X VIII., 462 
Clark & Co. vs. Southern Ins. Co. 

and New Orleans Ins. Co 
Clapp vs. Massachusetts Benefit 

Ass’n XVII., 524 
Clay F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Beck & Bolte. V., 287 
Clay F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Huron Salt 

& Lumber Co 
Clay F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Wusterhau- 

sen et al 
Cleaver vs. Traders’ Ins. Co 
Cleaver vs. Traders’ Ins. Co XVIIL., 
Cleaver vs. Traders’ Ins, Co........-- XIX., 606 
Clemmitt vs. New York Life Ins.Co.XII., 60 
Clevenger vs. Mutual Life Ins, Co....IX., 129 
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‘Cline vs. National Benefit Ass’n XV., 856 
Clinton vs. Hope Ins. Co................. L., 436 
‘Clippinger, Adm’x, vs. Missouri Val- 
ley Ins. Co 
Clover vs. Greenwich Ins. Co 
Cobb vs. Covenant Mut. Ben. Ass’n..XX., 215 
Cobb et al. vs. Ins. Co. of North 
MTOTIORG 5-05 ocnds 
‘Cobbs et al. vs. Fire Association of 
Philadelphia 
Coburn vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co 
Coe vs. Washington Fire & Marine 
Ins. Co. of Boston 
Coffey vs. Universal Life Ins. Co 
Cohen vs. Continental Life Ins. Co....VI., 290 
Cohen ys. New York Mutual Life Ins. 


Colby vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co 

Coldwater vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co.XVII., 365 
Cole vs. Marple et al 

Cole, Assignee, vs. Germania Fire 


Cole Bros. & Hart vs. Haven. 

Coleman et al. vs. Supreme Lodge 
Knights of Honor 

‘Coleman’s Adm’r vs. Piedmont and 
Arlington Life Ins. Co 

Collins vs. Farmville Ins. & Bank- 


Columbia Fire Ins. Co. vs. Kinyon....IV., 225 
Columbia Ins. Co. vs. Buckley et al...VI., 631 
Columbia Ins. Co. vs. Masonheimer...III., 938 
Columbian Ins. Co. vs. Bean 


Commercial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Capi- 
tal City Ins. Co. 
Commercial Ins. Co. vs. Ives...:.......-- I., 822 
Commercial Ins. Co. vs. Robinson IL., 380 
‘Commercial League Ass’n of Amer- 
ica vs. The People 
Commercial Union Assurance Co. 
vs. Elliott XVII., 878 
Commercial Union Ass’e Co. vs. 


VIII., 285 


XVIII., 133 

Commercial Union Ass’e Co. vs. 

State ex rel. Smith et al XVII., 333 
Commercial Union Ins.Co. vs. Lister..III., 399 
Commonwealth vs. Biddle 
Commonwealth vs. Dorchester Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co 
Commonwealth vs. Hide & Leather 

Ins. Co 
Commonwealth vs. Hock Age Mut. 

Benefit Ass’n : 


Vou, XX.—72. 


Commonwealth vs. Massachusetts 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co. et al 

Commonwealth vs. Mechanics’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co 

Commonwealth vs. Mechanics’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co 

Commonwealth vs. Monitor Mutual 
Fire Ins. Co 

Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Huntzinger 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania vs. 
Germania Life Ins. Co 

Commonwealth ex rel. Attorney- 
General vs. Equitable Beneficial 
Association 

Cone vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co 

Conn. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Merchants 
and Mechanics’ Ins. Co 


Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Bald- 

win, Adm’r, et al 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Bear etal. XV., 315 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Bulte X., 692 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Common- 


Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Ellis... VIII, 608 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Fisher 

CBOE. Seinen s dn vevceck ecccactegatiog ae magi 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Groom, 


Conn. Mut, Life Ins. Co. vs. Lath- 

rop, Adm’r 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Luchs.. XII., 577 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Pyle ....XV., 261 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Ryan etaLX., 72 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins.Co.vs.Scammon 


Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Schaeffer. VI., 383 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Schwenk. VI., 737 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Scott 


33 
Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Wester- 
WORE BE GB iors sida san cen avinagensioes XV., 
Connell vs. Scottish Commercial Ins. 
Co. (English) 
Connor vs. Hanover Ins. Co 


Conrow vs. American Life Ins. Co..XVI., 
Consolidated Real Estate and Fire 

Ins. Co. vs. Cashow 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Busby, 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Delpeuch, 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Dorman..... 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Heilman & 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Hillmer ..X VIII., 691 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Jachnichen 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Jenkins 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Kasey 
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Continental Ins. Co. vs. Kasey. 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Kyle 

Continental Ins, Co. vs. Lippold 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Munns 57 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Pierce. ...X VIII., 372 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Randolph 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Ruckman. XVIII., 251 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Ware 

Continental Ins. vs. Wilson 

Continental Life Insurance Co. vs. 
Chamberlain 

Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Currier. XV., 690 

Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Hamil- 


Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Houser. XII., 814 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Houser.X VI., 781 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Kepler ..XI., 814 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Palmer et 


Continental Life Ins. Co.vs. Rodgers. X VI., 417 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Volger.XIII., 142 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Willetts..II., 695 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. Young.X VII., 289 
Cook vs. Continental Ins. Co - 
Cook vs. Federal Life Association..X VII., 214 
Cook vs. Lion Fire Ins. Co. 
Cook etal., Receivers of the Conti- 

nental Life Ins. Co., vs. War- 

ner, State Treasurer 
Cooke vs. Globe Ins. Co... 
Cooper vs. Shaffer 
Co-operative Life Ass’n vs. Leflore 


Cornett vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Corson’s Appeal 
Coryeon vs. Providence-Washington 


Cotton vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.... 

Cottom States Life Ins. Co. vs. Ed- 
wards, Adm’r 

Cotton States Life Ins. Co. vs. Les- 


Couch vs. City Fire Ins Co............... I., 134 
Covenant Mut. Benefit Ass’n vs. 

Hoffman et al 
Covenant Mut. Benefit Ass’n vs. 

Spies et al 
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Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Scammon 


COINS hsnsdiaisenucen can santancebabnas XI., 731 
Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Weide et al...I., 767 
Niagara Ins. Co. vs. Brown......... XVIL., 308 
Niagara Ins. Co. vs. Green............. XI... 150 


Niagara Ins. Co. vs. Rodecker et al..VII., 824 
Noel vs. Pymatuning Mutual Fire 


TR Ei dias onscsnctnineatyas XVII, 35 


Norris vs. Massachusetts Mut. Life 

Whe Ce OE Ride deccvicdaciscncsdudadt X., 792 
North America Fire Ins.Co.vs. Throop.I., 98 
North Amer. Life Ins. Co. vs. Wilson.III., 426 
North British & Mercantile Ins. Co. 

vs. Crutchfield et al............... XVI., 178 
North British & Mercantile Ins. Co. 

oe | IL., 676 
North British & Mercantile Ins. 


Cov: VR, BRONBOr.... 0. cccccwsvacee XVII., 533 
North Carolina Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 


North Carolina State Life Ins. Co, 

WE hind cd dapssconsiedecains XIV., 69 
Northern Ins. Co. vs. Kiernan........ XV., 352 
Northern Ins. Co. vs. Potter 


Northrop, Adm’r,vs. Railway Ass’e Co... 46 
Northrup vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co..IX., 456 
North Star Boot & Shoe Co.vs. Ladd 


QO a viicscisenseccscsccctsasi pede’ XII., 809 
Northwestern Benev. Mut. Aid. 

RR TI, Ns sen oon deci <ccwasis XVI., 216 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. va. 

I iiisitns cde dededuastsninsin XVI., 321 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

TOO sick aivinn snes stutctadecumaind IX., 684 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

TROT OF iii st ivevensscncsscnattes X., 377 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

SG cn ccnsicnnn od sens Geowdicnigiale X., 338 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

Vii BORUD AGN Gs an csccdescccnctcn XIV., 26 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs, 

GN Asics cedrdnadsivancdaideeds IX., 377 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Hazelett...... wines asie sanpubeiwis stance XV., 344 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Herman 


Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 


vs. Mooney et al................. XVILI., 174 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Muskegon Nat. Bank............ XVI., 925 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

VO PN MIE svcdcnntncncds eos VIII, 74 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

SE Te innca'sodn duh ie geuatgaen XVII., 501 
Northwestern Transp. Co. vs. Con- 

CUROMERE ING. CB. en cdcceceicccsanes XIV., 826 
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Northwestern Transp.Co.vs. Thames 
& Mersey Ins. Co 

Norton vs. Gleason. ... 

Norton vs, Royal F. & L. Ins. Co. 
(English) 

Norwich Union Fire Ins. Society 


Noyes vs.Northwestern Nat. Ins. Co.XV., 
Noyes et al. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 


Nurney vs. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co.XVI., 223 
Nussbaum & Co. vs. Northern 

Ins. Co. et al XVIII., 172 
Oakes vs. Manufacturers’ F. & M. Ins. 


O’Brien vs. Home .Benefit Society... XIX., 381 
O’Brien vs. Ohio Ins. Co. XIIL., 825 
O’Brien vs. Phenix Fire Ins. Co....VIII., 517 
O’Brien vs. Union Mut. Life Ins. Co.XIV., 542 
O’Brien, Sheriff, vs. Mechanics & 

Traders’ Fire Ins. Co 
O'Connor vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Odd Fellows’ Mut. Aid Ass’n vs. 

Sweetzer. XVIII., 289 
Odd Fellows’ Mut. Aid Ass'n et al. 


Ogden et al. vs. East River Ins. Co.. 

O’Hara vs. United Brethren Mut. 
Aid Ass’n. 

Ohde, Adm’r, vs. Northwestern Mut. 
Life Ins. Co 


--IL., 134 


Old Sancelito Land & Dry Dock Co. 
vs. Commercial Union Ass’e Co.XIV., 135 
Old Wayne Mutual Life Ass’n vs. 


Olmstead vs. Keyes et al. 

Olson et al. vs.St.Paul F.& M.Ins..CoXV., 848 

O’Neil et al. vs. Pleasant Prairie 
Mutual Fire Ins. Co 

Order of Mutual Companions vs. 


XVIII., 227 


XVIII., 147 

O’ Reilly vs. Corporation of the Lon- 
don Assurance 

O'Reilly vs. Guardian Mut. Life Ins. 


‘V., 830 


Orient Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Adams, 

XVII, 89 
Orient Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Andrews...XVI., 634 
Orient Mutual Ins. Co.vs.The Dolphin. VI., 528 
Oriental Ins. Co. vs. Glancey XVIII., 382 
Orland vs. Agricultural Ins. Co...X VIII., 151 
Ormond vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n.X VI., 390 
Ortlieb vs. Northwestern Mut. Life 


Oshkosh Gas-light Co. et al. vs. 
Germania Fire Ins. Co........ --&VII., 779 


Patterson vs. Ben Franklin Ins. Co... 


Index of Cases Reported.— Twenty Years. 


Oshkosh Packing & Provision Co. 

vs. Mercantile Ins. Co 
Osterloh vs. New Denmark Mut. 

Home Fire Ins. Co 
Oteri & Bro. vs. Home Mutual Ins. Co.X., 797 
Otterbein vs. Iowa State Ins. Co + 75 
Owen vs. Howard Ins. Co.........X VIII., 146 
Owen & Bro. vs. New Orleans Ins. 


Owens vs. Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 

XVIII., 153 
Owens vs. Holland Purchase Ins. Co.III., 737 
Owens vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co. 15 
Owens vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co. 


Ins. 
Paden vs. Briscoe et al 
Painter vs. Industrial Life Ass’n....XIV., 556 
Palmer vs. St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. VII., 667 
“a et al.vs. Great Western Ins. 


Palmer et al. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 
Co XVI, 241 


Palmer & Co. vs. Factors & Traders’ 


Pangborn vs, Continental Ins. Co...XVL., 
Pangborn vs. Continental Ins. Co..X VII., 224 
Parcell vs. Grosser 
Parker et al. vs. Amazon Ins. Co. 
Parker etal. vs. Arctic Fire Ins. Co..IV., 609 
Parker, Tax Collector, vs. North 

British & Mercantile Ins. Co. 
Parks vs. Council Bluffs Ins. Co. 
Parks vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Parmelee vs. Hoffman Ins. Co. 
Parrish vs. Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co.XX., 95 
Parsons et al. vs. Charter Oak Life 


Partridge vs.Phenix Mut.Life Ins.Co.II., 458 
Patch vs. Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co...II., 36 
-V., 376 
Paul vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co XVII., 479 
Paul, as Administratrix, etc. vs. 

Travelers Ins. Co. 
Payson, Assignee, vs. Stoever 
Payson, Assignee, vs. Withers 
ro vs. Michigan Mut. Life Ins. 


Pechner vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
none Dakota Fire & Marine Ins. 


Pelican Fire Ins. Co. vs. Troy Co- 
operative Ass’n 
Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Wilkerson. 
Pelton vs. Westchester Fire Ins. Co. VIIL, 493 
Pelzer Mfg. Co.vs. St. Paul F. & M. 
Ins. Co. and Savannah F. & M. 


Penfold vs. Universal Life Ins. Co 

Pennell vs. Chandler, Receiver 

Penn Mutual Aid Society vs. Corley..XI., 493 
Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Wiler...XIV., 337 


Penn Mutual Relief Ass’n vs. Fol- 
mer et al VIII, 115 
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Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Dougherty, Adm’r +» 52 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins.Co.vs.Kittle.VIII., 365 

Pennsylvania Mutual Fire vs. 
XVII., 559 

Pennsylvania Training School vs. 
Independent Mut. Fire Ins. Co..XIX., 88 

People vs. Board of Com’rs of New 


People vs. Collier 
People vs. Dimmick. 
People vs. Empire Ins. Co 
People vs. Empire Mut.Life Ins. Co.XII., 354 
People vs. Fire Association. 
People vs. Flint et al 
People vs. Gilbert -» 80 
People vs. Globe Mut. Life Ins. Co. ...IX., 917 
People vs. Globe Mut. Life Ins. Co..XII., 426 
People vs. Hooghkerk XIII., 749 
People vs. McCann 
People vs. Mutual Endowment and 
Accidental Ass’n 
People vs. Security Life Ins. and 
Annuity Co 
People ex rel.Commonwealth Ins. Co. 
vs. Coleman et al. Commissioner 
GR TRic i sic csnescsindtbenace onan xXX., 156 
People ex rel. Commonwealth 
Ins. Co. vs. Tax Commis- 
sioners. XVIII., 472 
People ex rel. Meyers vs. Masonic 
Guild & Mutual Benefit Ass’n. . 
People In re vs. Atlantic Mut Life 


15 


--XX., 858 


People’s Fire Ins. Co. vs. Pulver..X VIII., 785 
Peoria Sugar Refining Co. vs. Peo- 

ple’s Fire Ins. Co 
Peoria Sugar Refinery vs. Susque- 

hanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co 
Perry vs. Faneuil Hall Ins. Co 
Perry vs. Lorillard Fire Ins. Co 
Perry vs. Mechanics’ Mut. Ins. Co....XI., 390 
Perry vs. Mechanics’ Mut. Ins. Co....XI., 409 
Petition of Henry R. Pierson, Re- 


Pettit et al. vs. State Ins. Co. 
Piaff vs. Prudential Ins.Co 
Pfister et al. vs. Gerwiget al 
Phelan, Adm’x, etc. vs. North- 
western Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Allen et al +» 293 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Bowdre et al.....XIX., 916 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Chadbourne, 
Adwm’r, et al 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. City of Omaha..XVII., 342 
Phenix Ins. Co.vs. First National 
Bank XVIII., 362 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hamilton et al 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Lemke. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Pleasant 
Pickle XVIII., 592 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Sullivan XVIII., 67 


Phenix Ins. Co.vs. Union Mut. Life 
Ins. Co. 


Philp etal.,Guardians,vs.Covenant 
Mut. Ben. Ass’n 
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Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheonix Ins. Co. vs. 


Dankwardt et al. VII., 876 
Duff, Adm'r IX., 23 
Erie & Western 


Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheonix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Michigan South- 

ern & Northern Indiana Railroad. VI., 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Pechner 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Slaughter et al..... I., 666 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Spiers et al....X VII., 811 
Pheonix Ins. Co. vs. Stark 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Stevenson 


46 


XVIII., 476 


-----VIIL.,, 922 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Tomlinson et al. XIX.,1004 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Wachter. 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Wilson........... xx. 73 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Zucker 
Phenix Ins. Co. et al. vs. Hoffheimer 

BO Nv ncinee dasernnsndonghaenetian I., 651 
say Ins. Co. et al. vs. Ryland 


XVIII., 205 
Phenix Mutual Life Ins. Covs. Bailey.I., 658 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Baker. VII., 231 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Dos- 
65 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Dun- 
ham, Adin’r, et al. VIII., 173 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Hinesly.X., 824 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Hol- 
loway et al 
Phenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Rad- 
din, Sp. Adm’r 
Pheenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Walrath.XI., 344 
Pickersgill,vs. Lycoming Fire Ins.Co.XI., 739 
Pickett vs. German Fire Ins. Co....XVII., 787 
Piedmont & Arlington Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Ewing, Adm’r 
Piedmont & Arlington Life Ins. Co. 
‘V0. MGR AMM, . .......<«s<sccaseedaneeny ee 
Piedmont & Arlington Life Ins, Co, 
19 


Pierce a Home Ins. Co 

Pierce vs. People of State of Illinois. xIl., 584 
Pierce vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co. 4 
Pilcher etal.vs. New York Life Ins. Co.X., 312 
Ping, m favanee, vs. Resolute ae 


wagons vs. National Life Ins. Oa. aan. +» 674 
Pioneer Mfg. Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co.XIX., 408 
Pitney vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co 


Pittsburgh Boat-yard Co. vs. West- 
ern Ass’e Co 


Pittsburgh Ins. Co. vs. Dravo et al 
Pittsburgh Ins. Co. vs. Frazee 
Planters’ Ins. Co. vs. Comfort. 
Planters’ Ins. Co. vs. Myers. 
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Planters’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Engle 
Planters’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs, Rowland. XVI., 345 
Planters & Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. 


Plath vs. Minnesota Farmers’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Ass’n 

Platt vs. Continental Ins. Co 

Platt vs. Phenix Assurance Co. 


Pleasant Pickel vs. Phenix Ins. Co.X VIIL., 598 
Plimpton, Ex’r, vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

ED Wa cin Adngt ocmains dekbnsdecieete I., 678 
Plinsky vs. Germania F. & M. Ins. 


Plyer vs. German-American Ins. Co.XIX., 903 
Plympton et al. vs. Dunn XVIII., 808 
Pollard vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Pollock vs. United States Mut. Acci- 

dent Ass’n. 


Pottsville Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Min- 
nequa Springs Imp. Co. 
Prather vs. Michigan Mut. Life Ins. 


Presbyterian Ass’e Fund vs. Allen... XV., 768 
Price vs. Phoenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. ---II., 223 
Price vs. Supreme Lodge Knights 

of Honor et al 
Protection Life Ins. Co.vs. Dill et al. VIIL., 600 
Protection Life Ins. Co. vs. Palmer....VI., 515 
Providence, etc., Ins. Co. vs. Adler...XV., 773 
Providence & Stonington Steamship 

Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. et al 
Providence Washington Ins. Co. vs. 

The Sidney et al 
Providence Washington Ins. Co. 

vs. The Sydney et al. 
Prudential Ass’e Co. vs. Atna Life 


Pudritzky vs. Supreme 
Knights of Honor 
Pullis vs. Robinson...... 
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XVIII., 654 
Putnam et als. vs. New York Life 


Putnam Tool Co. vs. Fitchburg 

Mut. F. Ins. Co XVIL., 229 
Quarles vs. Clayton. XVIII., 744 
Quarrier vs, Altna F. & M. Ins. Co....VI., 741 
Quarrier, Trustee, vs. Peabody Ins. 


Queen Ins. Co. vs. Jefferson Ice Co... 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Leslie 


Quinn vs. Capital Ins. Co 
Quong Tue Sing vs. Anglo-Nevada 


Railway Pass. Ass’e Co. vs. Burwell.III., 281 
Railway Pass. Ass’e Co. vs. Pierce V., 696 
Randall etal, vs.American Fire Ins. 


XVI., 792 
Rankin et al. vs.Amazon Ins. Co.XX., 279, 844 
Rann et al., Ex’rs, vs. Home Ins. Co...V., 15 
Rayner vs. Preston (English) 
Reaper City Ins. Co. vs. Jones........... I., 759 
Redfield vse. Holland Purchase Ins. 


Redmon et al. vs, Phenix Fire Ins. Co.X., 287 
Reed vs. Merchants’ Mut. Ins. Co....VII., 319 
Reed vs. Washington F. & M. Ins. 


Reed et al. In Matter of Independent 
DE GR, oc ch ncpecthesssestsopseevscosga L., 735 
Reid vs, Lancaster Fire Ins. Co 
Reigel vs. American Life Ins. Co 
Reilly et al. vs. Franklin Ins. Co 
Reiner vs. Dwelling-House Ins. 


Reitenbach vs. Johnson 
Relfe, Supt., vs. Columbia Life Ins. 


Relief Fire Ins. Co. vs. Shaw 
Remington & Perkins vs. Westches- 

ter Fire Ins. Co 
Rensenhouse vs. Seeley 
Renshaw vs. Missouri State Mut. 

Fire & Marine Ins. Co- 
Republic Fire Ins. Co. vs. Boykin....... I., 208 
Republic Fire Ins. Co. vs. Weide et al..I., 767 
Republic Life Ins. Co. vs. Swigert, 148 
Reserve Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Kane.......-- v.. 649 
Residence Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hama- 


Revere Fire Ins. Co. vs. Chamberlin 


Reynolds vs. CommercialiFire Ins.Co.II., 63 
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Reynolds vs. Continental Ins. Co. 

Rhode vs. Bank, Adm’r 

Rhode Island National Bank vs. 
Franklin A. Chase and John 
McAuslan 

Rice vs. New England Mut. Aid 


VI., 569 


Rice et al. vs. Nixon 
Richards vs. Continental Ins. Co 
Richards vs. Washington F. & M. 


Richardson vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 
Richardson’s Adm’r vs. German 


Richelieu & O. Nav. Co. vs. Boston 
Marine Ins. Co 

Richelieu & O. Nav. Co. vs. Boston 
Marine Ins. Co 

Richelieu & Ontaria Navigation 
Co. vs. Thames & Mersey 


Richmond, Adm’r,vs. Johnson, ‘Adm’r.XI., 215 
Richmond, Ex’x, vs. Niagara Fire 


Rife vs. Lebanon Mutual Ins. Co..XVII., 350 
Riggs vs. Commercial Mut. Ins. Co..XX., 107 
Riley vs. Commonwealth Mut. Fire 


Roach et al. vs. Kentucky Mut. Se- 
curity Fund Co XVII., 826 
Robertson vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


Robinson vs. Continental Ins. Co... 
Robinson vs. Duvall ‘ 
Robinson vs. German Ins. Co XVIII., 717 
Robinson vs. Irish-American Ben- 
evolent Society . 
Robinson vs. Mutual Benefit Ins. Co.IX., 
Robinson vs. St. Louis Mut. Life 


-XIX., 283 


73 


Robinson et al. vs. Fire Association 
of Philadelphia 
Roby vs. American Central Ins.Co..XIX., 762 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Nelson 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Nelson....- 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Storig....... 
Rockhold vs. Canton Masonic Mu- 
tual Benevolent Society XVIII., 282 
Roe et al., Admr’s, vs. Mutual Life 


_.XIX., 928 


III., 308 
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Roger Williams Ins.Co.vs.Carrington.IX., 577 
Rogers vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co...X VII., 148 
Rogers et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Rohrback vs. Alttna Ins. Co 
Rohrback vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co..IV., 737 
Rohbrschneider vs. Knickerbocker — 

Life Ins. Co 
Rohrschneider vs. Knickerbocker 

Life Ins. Co VIII., 392 
Roller vs. Moore’s Administrators..XIX., 39 
Rollo, Assignee, vs. Andes Ins. Co....III., 709 
Romaine etal.vs. Union Ins.Co.etal.XVI., 3 
Rombach vs. Piedmont & Arlington 


Ronald vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
i XVIII., 733 

Rood vs. Railway Passenger & 

Freight Conductors’ Mutual 

Benefit Ass’n 
Roper et al. vs. Burke et al 
Rosenbaum et al. vs. Council 

Bluffs Ins. Co. XVIII., 461 
ens vs. American Central Ins. 


Rowswell vs. Equitable Aid Union..XII., 695 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Davies, Adm’r. 

Royal Ins. Co vs. Heller. 

Royal Ins. Co. vs. Horton. 

Royal Ins. Co. vs. Lubelsky XVIII., 868 
— Ins Co. vs. McCrea, Manny & 


a. Ins. Co. vs. Roedel et al 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Schwing 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Stinson. . 
Royster et al. vs. Roanoke, N. & B. 


ean et al. vs. Bell et al 
Ruggles vs. American Central 

XVIII., 863 
Ruggles, Receiver, vs.Chapman,Supt.IV., 125 
Rundal et al. vs. Life Ass’n of Amer- 


Runkle vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co . 
Russell vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co....X1X., 133 
Russell vs. Detroit Mut. Fire Ins. Co.XX., 418 
Russell, Receiver, vs. Berry 

Russell, Receiver, vs. Bristol et al., 


Ruth vs. Katterman et al. 
aoe vs. Springfield F. & M. Ins. 


Ryan vs. World Mut. Life Ins. Co.. 
Sabotta vs. St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co..XI., 429 
St. Louis Ins. Co. vs. St. Louis etc. 


St. Louis Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Grigs- 
St. Nicholas Ins. Co. vs. Merchants’ 

Mut. F. & M. Ins. Co 

St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Allis etal. VI., 789 
St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Archi- 


St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. 
Coleman 
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St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Johnson..VI., 434 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins Co. vs. 

Kelly 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins, Co. vs. 

Neidecken 
St. Panl F. & M. Ins. Co. et al. vs. The 

Lake Superior 
St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Wells. VIL, 912 
Salentine vs. Mutual Benefit Life 


Sampson et al. vs. Security Ins, Co... 
Sands vs. New York Life Ins. Co 
Sanford vs. California Mut. Fire Ins. 


-XI., 448 
IL., 372 


Sargent vs. National Fire Ins. Co. 
Saunders vs. Robinson 


XVIII., 892 
Savage, Trustee, vs. Howard Ins. Co. 


Saveland vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XVI., 212 
Saville vs. Aitna Ins. Co XVIII., 586 
Sawyer vs. Dodge Co. Mut. Ins. Co...III., 776 
Sawyer vs. Hoag, Assignee III., 201 
Sawyer vs. Upton, Assignee...........VI., 618 
Sawyer et al.vs. Equitable Accident 

Bi censcoescctbande sisetdposane XIX., 711 
Scammon vs.Commercial Union Ass’e 


Scammon vs. Kimball, Assignee 
Scammon vs. Kimball, Assignee 
Scarth et al. vs. Security Mut. 
Life Society 
Scheffer et al., Ex’rs, vs. National 
Life Ins. Co 
Scheiderer vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co.. 
Scheifers et al. vs. Massachusetts 
Mut. Life Ins. Co XVIII., 703 
Schenfler vs. Grand Lodge A.O.U.W..XX., 241 
Schillinger vs. Boes etc 
Schimpf & Son vs. Lehigh Valley 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 
Schmidt vs. Abra’m Lincoln Lodge. XVII., 468 
Schmidt vs. Mut. City & Village 
Fire Ins. Co 


--XII., 691 


Schoener et al. vs. Heckla Fire Ins. Co.X., 306 
Schollenberger et al. vs. Phenix Ins. 


Schroeder vs. Merchants & Mechan- 
ics’ Ins. Co 

Schroeder vs. Trade Ins. Co 

Schroeder vs. Traders’ Ins. Co 

Schroeder et al. vs. Schweitzer 


Schuetze vs. Continental Life Ins. 
Co. of Hartford 
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Schultz vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 

Schultz vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. wean 

Schultz vs. Pacific Ins. Co............... I., 495 

Schumacher vs. Manhattan Life Ins, 
Co. TII., 455 


Schwartz vs. Germania Life Ins. Co...II., 449 

Schwartz vs. Germania Life Ins. Co...IV., 924 

Schwarzbach et al. vs. Ohio Valley 
Protective Union 

Scott vs. Dickson 

Scott vs. Home Ins. Co. 

Scott vs. Provident Mut. Relief 


Scott vs. Sun Fire Office sae 
Scott et al. vs. Home Ins. Co............ L., 750 
Scottish Union & National Ins. Co. 


Ins. 
Security Ins. Co. vs. Farrell 
Security Ins. Co. vs. Fay............-.... L., 203 
Security Ins. Co. vs. St. Paul F. & 


Seltzer vs. Patterson, Receiver 
Selvage vs. John Hancock Mut. Life 


Semm vs. Supreme Lodge Knights 

of Honor........-- eee asecedcV kay OOO 
Semmes, Adm’r, vs. City Fire Ins. Co..I., 663 
owes etal. vs. Millers National Ins. 52 


“9 
eneapdisin vs. Sun Fire Office. ay. 216 
Shacker vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co....VI., 319 
Shader, Adm’r, vs. Railway Pass. 


Shakey vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 
Shanks vs. United Brethren Mut. 


Shaw vs. Republic Life Ins. Co 

Shaw et al. vs. Avtna Ins. Co.............1. 
Sheanon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins.Co..XX., 90 
Sheldon vs. Heckla Fire Ins. Co......XV., 622 
Sheppard, Adm’r, vs. Peabody Ins. 


Sherman vs. Madison Mut. Ins. Co 
Shertzer vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co....VIIL., 
Sherwood, Adm’r, vs. Agricultural 

Ins. 


Mut. Ins, Co. 
Shields’ Trustee vs. Sharp et al 
Shoenman et al. vs. Sun Fire Ins. 
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Short vs. Home Ins. Co XII., 138 
Shove vs. Shove XVIL., 113 
Shrimp vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co...X VII., 703 
Sias vs. Roger Williams Ins. Co 
Sias vs. Roger Williams Ins. Co 
Sibley as Assignee, etc. vs. Equit- 

able Life Ass’e Society of the 


Sibley vs. Prescott Ins. Co 
Sibley vs. St. Paul F. & M.jIns. Co..VIII., 461 
Sickles et al. vs. Brabbitts et al 
Siegrist vs. Schmoltz 
Sierra Milling, Smelting, and 
Mining Co. vs. Hartford 
Siltz vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 
Simmons vs. Biggs. 
Simon vs. Home Ins. Co 
Simons vs. New York Life Ins. Co...XV., 150 
Sinclair, Adm’r, vs. Phenix Mut. 
Life Ins. Co 
Singleton vs. St. Louis Mut. Ins. Co. VII., 576 
Skillings vs.Massachusetts Benefit 


iiceaas vs. Union Ins. Co 
Slovovich et al. vs. Orient Mut. Ins. 
sss pchiiwonenadateas aqpent easel XVII., 197 
Smith vs. 4tna Life Ins. Co 
Smith vs. Agricultural Ins. Co.. 
Smith vs. Binder 
Smith vs. Commonwealth Ins. Co 
Smith vs. Farmers & Mechanics’ 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 
Co 


Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 


National Ben. Society. 

National Life Ins. Co 

Smith vs. St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co... XII., 
Smith vs. State Ins. Co 

Smith, Adm’r, vs. Continental Life 


Snow et al.vs.Mercantile Mut.Ins. Co.IV., 435 
Snowden vs. Kittanning Ins. Co.....XIX., 821 
Snyder vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co IIL, 579 
Snyder et al., Ex’rs, vs. Atlantic 

XIII., 456 
Somers vs. Kansas Protective Union.XX., 616 
Somerset Co. Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 


Sossaman et al. vs. Pamlico Banking 


Souder vs. Home Friendly Society...XX., 
South Bend Toy Co. vs. Fire- 

men’s Ins. Co XVIILI., 495 
South Bend Toy Mfg. Co. vs. Dakota 

F. & M. Ins. Co. 
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Southern Express Co.vs. Hunnicutt.VIL., 653 
Southern Fertilizer Co. vs. Reams....XX., 36 
Southern Life Ins. Co. vs. McCain... VII., 523 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Kloeber...ITX., 30 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Taylor X., 208 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Trear....VII., 463 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Yates VI., 625 
Southern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 


Southside Fire Ins.Co. vs. Mueller..VIII., 260 
—- vs. Atlantic F. & M. Ins. 9 


XIL, 414 
Spare vs. Home Mutual Ins. Co......XII., 365 
Spare vs. Home Mutual Ins. Co XIL., 564 
Spare vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co.......XIII., 280 
Spaulding vs. New York Life Ins. Co..II., 853 
Spensley, Adm’x, et al. vs. Lanca- 
GES Baw. OO. 2a cnc eccens<s .-XIV., 817 
Spensley vs. Lancashire Ins. Co.......XI., 371 
Sperry et al. vs. Ins. Co. of North 


Splawn et al. vs. Chew etal 

Spoeri vs. Mass. Mut. Life Ins. Co..XIX., 
Spooner vs. Vermont Mut. Fire Ins.Co.X., 737 
vr vs. Mutual Benefit Life saad 


ania vs. New Orleans Ins. Co....... - 955 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Brown.I., 57 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Mc- 
Kinnon & Call 
Springfield Fire & Marine Ins. Co.vs. 
McLimans et al 


Spurr et al. vs. Home Ins. Co 
Stambaugh vs. Blake. 
Stamm and others vs. Northwestern 

Mut. Ben. Ass’n.... «+200. RIM. 348 
Stamps, Receiver, vs. Commercial 

Fire Ins. Co 
Standard Fire Ins. Co vs. Wren 
Standard Oil Co. vs. Amazon Ins. Co..IX., 220 
Standard Oil Co. vs. Triumph Ins. Co..V., 594 
Stanley vs. Northwestern Mut. Life 

XIII., 347 

Starck ‘ vs. Union Central Life Ins.Co.XX., 902 
State vs. once VE ae 
State vs. _.-XVIL., 528 
State vs. 
State vs. 
State vs. 
State vs. 
State vs. 
State vs. Merchants’ Exchange Mut. 

Benevolent Society 
State vs. Miller etal 
State vs. Moore, Supt 
State vs. People’s Mutual Benefit 


State vs. Schwarzschild 

State vs. United States Mut. Acci- 
dent Ass’n 

State vs. Woods et al 

State ex rel. vs. Harris 





1160 


State, ex rel. Atty.-Gen., vs. Critch- 


State ex. rel., Attorney-General, vs. 
Fidelity & Casualty Ins. Co. 
State ex rel., Attorney-General, vs. 
Western Union Mut. Life and 
Accident Society 
State ex rel. Baldwin vs. Ins.Co. of 
North America 
State ex rei. Graham et al. vs. 
Nichols et al XVIII., 109 
State, ex rel. Life Ins. Co., vs. Rein- 


State, ex rel. N. E. Mut. Life Ins. 

Co. et al, vs. Reinmund, Supt..XVII., 311 
State ex rel. Phillips, District- 

Attorney vs. Fidelity and Cas- 


XVIII., 276 
State Ins. Co. vs. Oregon Ry. & Nav. 


State Ins. Co. vs. Reynolds. . 

State Ins. Co. vs. Richmond... 

State Ins. Co. vs. Todd 

State Ins. Co. vs. Waterhouse et al. XIX., 428 
State Ins. Co., of Des Moines, vs. 


State of Indiana vs. Briggs. ... 

State of Indiana vs. Turney 

State of Kansas vs. Bankers & Mer- 
chants’ Mut. Ben. Ass’n 


State of Kansas vs. Vigilant Ins. Co.XIV., 234 
State of Missouri vs. Farmers & Me- 

chanics’ Mut. Aid Ass’n 
State of Ohio vs. Central Ohio Mut. 

Relief Ass’n 
State of Ohio vs.Monitor Fire Ass’n..XIV., 
State of Ohio vs. Pioneer Live Stock 


State of Ohio on Relation of Attor- 
ney-General vs. Western Union 
Mut. Life and Accident Society 
of the United States 

State of Wisconsin vs. Farmer 

State of Wisconsin vs. Pelican 


Stebbins vs. Lancashire Ins. Co. ---XIII., 695 
Stedman, Com’r,vs. American Mut. 

Life Ins. Co ve ae 
Steen vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co XI., 523 
Steinbach vs. Lafayette Fire Ins Co...II., 815 
Steinbach vs. Relief Fire Ins. Co....VIII., 621 
Stennett vs. Pennsylvania Fire Ins. 
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Stevenson vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 

Steward vs. Phenix Ins. Co 

Stewart vs. Lee Mut. Fire Ins. 
Ass’n et al 

Stewart and Duffy, Trustees, vs. 
Firemen’s Ins. Co 

Stewart, Gwynne & Co. vs, Factors’ 
Mut. Ins. Co 


Stockham et al. vs. Hope Ins, Co.X VIII. 236 
Stockton vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co 
Stokes vs. Amerman et al 


Stone vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 

Stone vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co 

Stoner vs. Line, Adm’r 

Storm LakeBank vs. Misso uri Val- 
ley Life Ins. Co 

Story vs. Hope Ins. Co 

Stout & Co. vs. Commercial Union 
Ass’e Co 

Stout et al.vs. Yaeger Milling Co.etal. XIL. 

Stowe vs. Girard Fire Ins. Co 


42 
VIII. 912 


Stratton vs. North American Mut. 
Life Ins. Co 


denned. Adm’r, vs. Western Mut. 
Life Accident Society of U. 8.. 
cent vs. Council Bluffs Ins. 


--XVL., 575 


Strohn et al. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. ae aay 288 
Strohn etal. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.IV., 680 
Strong et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. 

Stu aoe vs. Transatlantic Fire Ins. 


eturm vs. Atlantic Mut. Ins. Co 


Stylow vs. Odd Fellows’s Mut. Life 
Ins. Co. 


Sugg vs. Hartford Ins. Co. i 
Suggs vs. Liverpool & L.& G.Ins.Co...1X., 657 
Suggs vs. Travelers Ins. Co XVIIL., 228 
Sun Ins. Co. vs. Earle et al 
Sun Mut Ins. Co. vs. Ocean Ins. Co..XII., 195 
Sun Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Texarkana 

Foundry & Machine Co 
Sunbury Fire Ins. Co. vs. Humble...XII., 412 
Supple vs. Iowa State Ins. Co XI., 782 
Supplee vs. Knights of Birmingham 


Supreme Assembly of the Royal 
Society of Good Fellows vs. 
Campbell, Adm’r, et al 

Supreme Conclave, Royal Adelphia, 
vs. Cappella et al 

Supreme Council vs. Priest 

Supreme Council, Amer. Legion of 
Honor, vs. Green 

Supreme Council American Legion 
of Honor vs. Larmour 

Supreme Council American Legion 
ot Honor vs. Perry et al 

Supreme Council Amer. Legion of 
Honor vs. Smith et al 

Supreme Council,Catholic Knight 
of America vs. Morrison etal..XVIII., 479 
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Supreme Council, Catholic Knights 
of America, vs. Morrison, et al....XX., 76 
Supreme Council Order of Chosen 
Friends vs. Fairman, Supt. 
Supreme Council, Order of Chosen 
Friends, vs. Forsinger 
Supreme Council Order of Chosen 
Friends vs. Garrigus. 
Supreme Lodge, A. O. of U. W. et 


Supreme Lodge, K. of P. vs. 
XVIII., 337 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Pythias 
vs. Schmidt et al. 
Supreme Sitting, Order of the Iron 


Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Brown & Son. 
Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 
XVIII., 483 
Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co.vs. 
Gackenbach et al 
Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. ° 
Hallock et ux 
Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 


XII., 625 
Susquehanna Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Tunkhannock Toy Co. XIII., 853 
Sutherland vs.01d Dominion Ins. Co. VIII., 181 
Swan, Assignee, vs. ‘Watertowayrize 


Sweat vs. Piscataquis Mut. Ins. Co.XVI., 608 
Swenson vs. Girard F. & M. Ins. Co..XI., 235 
Swenson et al. vs. Sun Fire Office...X VI., 858 
Swett vs. Citizens’ Mut. Relief So- 


Swift vs. Railway Pass. & Ft. Con- 

ductor’s Mut. Aid & Ben. Ass’n....X., 53 
Swift vs. Union Mut. Marine Ins. Co. VII., 195 
Swope vs. Jefferson Fire Ins. Co 
Symonds vs. Northwestern Mut. Life 


Tabor vs. Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co..X., 97 
Tafel, Adm’r, vs.Supreme Command. 

ery Knights of the Golden Rule. XIII., 933 
Tague vs. Royal Ins. Co. et al 
Talbott, Ins. Comm., vs. Fidelity & 

Casualty Ins. Co 
Tasker vs. Kenton Ins. Co 
Tateum vs. Ross 
Taylor vs. North Star Mut. Ins. Co. _.XX., 562 
Taylor vs. Phoenix Ins. Co VIILI., 851 
Taylor et al. vs. Charter Oak Life Ins. 
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Taylor et al. vs. National Temper- 
ance Relief Union. 


Terry vs. Life Insurance Co. 
Teutonia vs. Boylston Mut. Ins. Co.XIV., 228 
Teutonia Fire Ins. Co.vs. Mund et al. XII., 417 
Teutonia Life Ins. Co. vs. Anderson....V., 23 
Teutonia Life Ins. Co. vs. Beck 
Texas & Pacific Ry. vs. Levi & Bro..XII., 781 
Thatch vs. Metropole Ins. Co. 
The Atlas et al. vs. Phoonix Ins. Co....VI., 897 
The City of Chicago vs. Phenix 

RE Oo eeaccagunin eke ai 


The Gulnare (Timothy Moroney, In- 
EV OOU iis dacwsces Kestdlet ounceubiiianed xXX., 184 
The John T. Moore 


--XI., 824- 
The Sydney and The Wm. Worden 
et al. vs. Providence-Washington 


Thieroff vs. ‘Universal. Fire Ins. Co..XIV., 923- 
Thomas vs. Fame Ins. Co 


enedioana etal. vs. St. Louis Ins. Co. VII., 396 
Thompson, Receiver, vs. Phenix 


Thompson, Receiver, vs. Phenix 

Ins. Co., of Brooklyn. 
Thorne et. al. vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co....V., 169 
Thropp vs Susquehanna Mutual 

XVIII., 889 

Thurston vs. Union Ins. Co. et al....XII,, 699 
Tibbots vs. Libby 
Tilley vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. Co...XX., 620 
Timayenis et al. vs. Union Mut. 

Life Ins. Co 
Tisdale vs. Mut. Benefit Life Ins. Co.IIL., 
Titus vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co 
Tobin vs. Western Mut.Aid Society.XIX., 849 
Tompkins vs. Levy et al XVIIL., 720 
Tooley, Adm’r vs. Railway Pass. Ass’e 

Co II., 275- 


Towne vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila XVIII., 160 
~———- vs. Springfield F. & M. Ins. 


XIII., 762 
58 


Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Farwell et al.....XI., 589 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Newman et ux..XX., 332 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Race et al 

Traders’ Ins. Co. et al. vs. Propeller 
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Trager, Tutrix, vs. Louisiana Equita- 

ble Life Ins, Co...........-. sb enena LX., 817 
Train vs. Holland Purchase Ins. Co....V., 177 
Train vs. Holland Purchase Ins. Co...VI., 13 
Transatlantic Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Bamberger et al XVIII., 625 
Transatlantic Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dor- 


‘Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Edwards 
‘Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Harvey. 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Heath 
‘Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Jones 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Sadie P. Mc- 


Knickerbocker Life Ins. Co.VI., 850 
‘Trefz vs. Knickerbocker Life Ins. Co..X., 590 
Trimble vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co.XIV., 475 
Tripp and Bailey, Adm’rs, vs. Ver- 
mont Life Ins. Co.............-....XII., 854 
Trojan Mining. Co. vs. Firemen’s 


Trott vs. Woolwich Mut. Fire Ins. 

aos -ceces-cace-socee-ccocece- ay 1044 
. True vs. Bankers’ Life Ass’n XX., 197 
‘True vs. Manhattan Fire Ins. Co....XIV., 895 


Trustees Exempt Firemen vs. 
Roome 17 


Tubbs vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co...XX., 463 
‘Tuck vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Turner vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Tuttle vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co 
Tyler vs. Odd Fellows’ Mut. Relief 
XVII., 277 


XIII., 372 
Uhiman vs. New York Life Ins.Co.XVII., 561 
Uhrig vs. Williamsburgh City Fire 


Ulster Co. Savings Institution vs. 
Decker et al 
Underwood vs. Farmers’ Joint-Stock 


Underwood vs. Iowa Legion of 
Honor XIV., 628 


Union Central Life Ins. Co.vs. Cheever.X., 104 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Cheever. 
Union Central Life Ins. Co.vs. Pott- 

PUN chigtneis athsesecpa: des. atiieapese VITII., 231 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. Pyers..X., 577 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. et al. vs. 


Union Furniture Co., of Grand 

Rapids, Mich., vs. New Or- , 

aye nee --XVITI., 494 
Dnion Ins. Co. vs. Grant et al., 

Adm’rs 


Union Ins. Co. vs. Murphy 
Union Ins. Co. of Philadelphia vs. 


Union Mutual Aid Ass’n vs. Mont- 
gomery et al 
Union Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Spauld- 


Index of Cases Reported.—Twenty Years. 


Union Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Lewis, 


Union Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Mowry. VII., 203 
Union Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Reif....X., 428 
Union Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Ste- 
XIII., 253 
Union Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. White..XII., 908 
Union Mutual Life Ins.Co.vs.Wilkinson.I., 607 
United Brethren Mut. Aid Society of 
Pa. vs. McDermond. 

United Brethren Mut. Aid Society 

XVIIL., 149 
United Brethren Mut. Aid Society 


United Brethren Mut. Aid Society 
vs. Schwartz 
United Fire Ass’n vs. Benseman. 
United Life, Fire, and Marine Ins. Co. 
vs. Foote et al 
United Life, Fire, and Marine|/Ins. 
Co. vs. Ins. Co. of North America.III., 175 
United States F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 


United States Life Ins. Co.vs. Guar- 

antee Trust & Safe Deposit Co...XII., 440 
United States Life Ins. Co.vs.Hessberg. V., 732 
United States Life Ins. Co. vs. 


United States Life Ins. Co.vs. Ludwig.XI., 700 
United States Life Ins.Co.vs.Ludwig.XII., 488 
United States Life Ins. Co. vs. 


United States Trust Co. vs. Mut- 
ual Benefit Life Ins. Co 
Universal Fire Ins. Co. vs. Block. 
Universal Fire Ins. Co. vs. Morin...XIII., 
Universal Fire Ins. Co. vs. Weiss 


XVIII., 622 
XV., 219 
92 


Universal Life Ins. Co. vs. Cogbill...VII., 371 
Universal Life Ins. Co. vs. Dupuy... VII., 371 
Universal Life Ins. Co. vs. White- 

head, Adm’x 
Unsell vs. Hartford Life & Annuity 


Untersinger vs. Niagara Ins. Co 

Upton, Assignee, vs. Englehart 

Upton, Assignee, vs. Jackson 

Upton, Assignee, vs. Tribilcock 

Utter vs. Travelers’ Ins. Co. 

Valley Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Burke et al 

Van Allen vs. Farmers’ Joint-Stock 


Vanatta vs. New Jersey Mut. Life 

VIII., 395 
‘Van Bibber’s Adm’r vs. Van Bibber.XIV., 290 
Vance vs. Phenix Ins. Co. 43 
‘Vancreelan vs. Massachusetts Mut. 


Life Ins. Co Il., 360 
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Van Poucke vs. Netherland St. Vin- 
cent De Paul Society....... 
"aS Riper vs. American Central Ins. 


Van Shaick vs. Niagara Ins. Co...... -- VL, 195 
Van Slyke vs. Trempealeau Co. 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co 


III., 305 
Yan Valkenberg vs. Lenox Fire Ins.Co.II., 205 
Van Valkenburgh et al. vs. American 
Popular Life Ins. Co. 
Van Winkle vs. American Steam 
Boiler Ins. Co 
Van Zandt, E 


Vette vs. Clinton Fire Ins. Co 

Vilas vs. New York Central Ins. Co.VII., 440 
Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Aiken. XVI., 138 
Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Kloeber.IX., 354 
Virginia F.& M.Ins.Co. vs. Saunders.XX., 69 
Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Wells, 


= Genechton vs. Citizens Ins. 


XVIII., 336 
Von Wien vs. Scottish Union & Na- 

tional Ins. Co 
‘Von Wien vs. Scottish Union & Na- 


Vore vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co. XVIII., 387 
Wackerle vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co....XII., 44 
Wakefield et al. vs. Orient Ins. Co. 


‘Waldman vs. North British & Mer- 
cantile Ins. Co 
Wales vs. New] York Bowery Fire 


‘Walker vs. City of Springfield 
Walker vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co 
‘Walker vs. Larkin et al 
Walker vs. Linn County 
Walker vs. Queen Ins. Co 
Wall vs. Equitable Life Assurance 
XVIL., 191 
Wallace vs. Council Bluffs Ins. Co..XIV., 489 
‘weleee vs. German-American Ins. 


Waller vs. Northwestern Ass’e Co. 

XIII., 789 
‘Walther vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co....XIII., 815 
Walsh vs. Fire Association 
Walsh vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Walsh, Adm’x, vs. Vermont M. F. 


Walter vs. Odd-Fellows’ 
Benefit Society. 
‘Walton vs. Bagley et al 
Walton and Walton vs. Agricul- 
XVIII., 878 
Walton et ux. vs. Agricultural Ins. 


Mutual 


Wamsutta Mills vs. Old Colony 


Ward et al. vs. China Mutual Ins. Co.XX., 163 
Wardle vs. Townsend 3 
Waring etal. vs. Indemnity Fire Ins. 

Qin cierctiinka Jseuestccadeet eee’ I., 672 
Warner vs. Ins. Co. of North Amer- 


Warnock, Adm’r, vs. Davis et al 

Washburn vs. Artisans’ Ins. Co.......1X., 
Washburn vs. Great Western Ins. Co.IV., 112 
Washburn vs. Miami Valley Ins. Co. 


Washburn vs. Western Ins. Co 
Washington F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 


Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. Haney...II., 283 
Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. Schaible.IV., 629 
Washington Mills Emery Mfg. Co. 
vs. Commercial Fire Ins. Co. et al. XII., 181 
Washington Mills Emery Mfg. Co. 
vs.Weymouth & Braintree Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co. 
Washington Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Rosenberger et al 
Washington Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. St. 


‘Washoe Tool Mfg. Co. vs. Hibernia’ 

Fire Ins. Co . 
‘Wass vs. Maine Mut. Marine Ins. Co.III., 439 
Waterhouse vs. Gloucester Fire Ins. 


Waters vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co...IX., 337 
Waters vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.....VIII., 336 
Watertown Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
XVIII., 392 

Watertown Fire Ins. Co. vs. Grover 

& Baker Sewing Machine Co...VIII., 705 
Watertown Firefins. Co. vs. Simons..1X., 597 
Watson vs. Centennial Mut. Life 


Waynesboro Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Conover 
Webb vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co....... 
Webster vs. Continental Ins. Co 
Webster vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Webster vs. Upton, Assignee 
Weed vs. London & Lancashire 
XVIII., 817 
Weed vs.Mutual Benefit Life Ins,Co.VII., 33 
Weeks et al. vs. Lycoming Fire Ins. 


Wegman vs. Smith... 
Weidert vs. State Ins. Co. 
Weinburger et al. vs. Merchants’ 
XVIILI., 192 
XVI., 592 
Wendt, Admr, etc.,vs. Iowa Legion 
of Honor et al 
Wenzel vs. Commercial Ins. Co. of 
COMM. oo 6.005 os cin sseddscesseud ea ee 
West vs. Home Ins. Co. et al 
West et al. vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dodge..IX., 909 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. Earl & 
Reynolds 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. Earle & 
Reynolds 
Westchester Fire Ins.Co.vs. Foster. VIII., 596 
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Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
WHOBVOR 500 cescccvecsssccosevie’ XVIII., 882 
Western Assurance Co. vs. Doull 


Western Assurance Co. vs. Layer...XIV., 552 
Western Assurance Co. vs. Rector.XVII., 18 
Western Ass’e Co. vs. Studebaker 


‘Western Assurance Co. vs. Towle. ‘emits 241 
‘Western. Horse & Cattle Ins. Co. 
vs. O'Neill 


Western Ins. Co. vs. Tobin et al 

Western New York, Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Clinton et al 

West India & Panama Telegraph Co. 
vs. Home & Colonial Marine Ins. 
Co. (English) 

Westinghouse Electric Co. vs. West- 
ern Assuranee Co 

Westoner, Ex’r,vs. tna Life Ins.Co.XIV., 522 

West Rockingham Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Sheets & Co. 

Wheaton vs. North British & Mer- 


Wheeler vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co 

Wheeler vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co 

Wheeler vs. Traders’ Ins. Co 

Wheeler vs. Traders’ Ins. Co 

Wheeler vs. Watertown Fire Ins. Co..X., 344 
Wheeler et al. vs. Factors & Traders’ 


White vs. Western Assurance Co...XVI., 
White, Adm’x, vs. Conn. Mut. Life 


233 


Whited vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co. VIII, 368 
Whitehouse, Adm’r, -vs. Travelers’ 


Whitehouse, Assignee, vs.Continental 

Fire Ins. Co. et al 
Whitehurst,Adm’r, vs. Whitehurst. X VII., 155 
Whiting vs. Mississippi Val. Mutual 


Whiting, Adm’r, vs. Massachusetts 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 

Whitley, Adm’r, vs. Piedmont & Ar- 
lington Life Ins. Co 

Whitley, Adm’r, vs. Piedmont & Ar- 
lington Life Ins. Co. 

Whitney vs. Black River Ins. Co... 


VIL, 477 

Whitridge, Assignee,vs. Mutual Life 
Ins. - 

Whittier vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.... 


-» 80 
IV., 622 
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Whorf vs. Equitable Marine Ins. Co.XVI., 380 
Wiebeler vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 
Mut. Ins. Co 


Wiggin vs: Knights of Pythias 
Wilburn vs. Wilburn et al 


Wildey vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 

XITI., 306 
Wilkins vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co....XI., 790 
Wiikins vs. Mut. Reserve Fund Life 


Wilkinson vs. First National Ins. Co. VII., 775 
‘Willcut vs. Northwestern Ins. Co.....XI., 622 


Williams vs. Buffalo-German Ins. Co.XII., 374 
Williams vs. Continental Ins. Co....XIV., 877 
Williams vs. Corson et al : 
Williams vs. Firemans’ Fund Ins. Co.III., 264 
Williams vs. German Mut. Fire Ins. 


Williams vs. Niagara Ins. Co " 
Williams vs. People’s Fire Ins. Co....III., 766 
Williams vs. People’s Fire Ins. Co....III., 691, 
Williams vs. Phoenix Ins. Co....... head 
Williams vs. Queen Ins. Co..........XIX., 26 
Williams vs. Washington Life Ins. Co..I., 422 
Williams vs. Young Men’s Mut. Life 

Ass’n 
Williams, Adm’r,vs. North German 

Ins. Co. et al 
Williams et al. vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 


Williamson vs. New Orleans Ins.Co.XVII., 757 
Willis vs. Germania & Hanover 

WSS TRS. 00.0. 0c cnnsisasccensee Vidi CMP 
Wilmaser, Ex’x, vs. Continental 

Life Ins. Co. 
Wilmot vs. Charter Oak Life Ins. Co..1X., 271 
Wilson vs. Life Association of Amer- 


Wilson vs. Minn. Farmers’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Ass’n 
Wilson vs. New Hampshire Fire 


Wilson vs. Queen Ins. Co 
Winans vs. Allemania Fire Ins. Co 
Winchell etal. vs. John Hancock 
Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
Wineland vs. Security Ins. Co 
Winnesheik Ins. Co. vs. Schueller....... I., 761 
Winsor vs. Odd Fellows’. Beneficial 


Winterhalter vs. Workmen’s Guar- 
anty Fund Ass’n 
Wise vs. Phenix Fire Ins. Co 
Wolff vs. Conn. Mut. Life Ins. Co... VIII., 
‘Womer vs. Lamar Ins. Co 
‘Wood, Curator,vs. Phenix Mut. Life 
Ins. Co. 
Wood & Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co......-.- IX., 795 
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Wood & Co. vs. Phoenix Ins. Co......... X., 735 
Wooddy vs. Old Dominion Ins. Co....IX., 277 
Woodruff vs. Imperial Fire Ins, Co 
Woods, Assignee, vs. Atlantic Mut. 

Wy OR asties Ce hic cemcnd ctioew'ekacses I., 603 
Woolsey vs. Independent Order of 

Odd Fellows Lodge No. 23 XIII., 
World Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hand 

in Hand Bund et al 
World Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Schultz, 


68 
70 


Worley, Adm’r, vs. N. W. Masonic 
Aid Ass’n. 
Worswick vs. Canada F. & M. Ins. 


Wright vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co 
Wright vs. Susquehanna Mut. Fire 


Wright’s Adm’r vs. Northwestern 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 
“Wuesthoff et al. vs. Germania Life 
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Wyman vs. Phenix Mut. Life Ins. 


Wynkoop vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co... XII., 253 
Wynne vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co 
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